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NOMINATION OF KRYSTA L. HARDEN TO BE 
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE AND 
ROBERT BONNIE TO BE UNDER SECRETARY 
OF AGRICULTURE FOR NATURAL RESOURCES 
AND ENVIRONMENT 


T uesday, J uly 23, 2013 

United States Senate, 

Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry, 

Washington, DC 

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:36 a.m., room 
328A, Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Debbie Stabenow, 
Chairwoman of the Committee, presiding. 

Present or submitting a statement: Senators Stabenow, Bennet, 
Donnelly, Cochran, Chambliss, Hoeven, Grassley, andThune. 

STATEMENT OF HON. DEBBIE STABENOW, U.S. SENATOR 

FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN, CHAIRWOMAN, COM- 
MITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION AND FORESTRY 

Chairwoman Stabenow. Well, good morning. 

The Senate Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry Committee will 
come to order and we are delighted to have this nomination hear- 
ing this morning. 

I first want again, brag about our Committee and thank our 
members. We were successful by unanimous consent of replacing 
House Farm Bill with the complete bipartisan Farm Bill on Thurs- 
day evening and sent it back to the House and asked for a con- 
ference. 

This would not have been possible without extraordinary leader- 
ship on this Committee. I always thank Senator Cochran and Sen- 
ator Chambliss, who is sitting here, played a tremendous role in 
that. I want to thank you very much for your leadership in that 
effort as wel I . 

Senator Hoeven, who is not here at the moment, who also stayed 
on the floor Thursday night was very helpful. All the members 
were extraordinarily helpful, and I am optimistic that we are going 
to get a Farm Bill because we in the Senate worked together on 
a bipartisan basis and we are committed to getting it done and I 
think our ability to do that last week was an example of why it is 
going to get done. 

So I just want to thank all of our members on both sides of the 
aisle for continuing to keep our eye on the prize which is making 
sure that we are putting together a comprehensive five-year Farm 

( 1 ) 
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Bill for our farmers and ranchers and consumers and rural commu- 
nities and everybody who likes to eat. 

[Laughter.] 

Chairwoman Stabenow. So, we are happy to do that. 

So, let me say today the Committee is meeting to consider the 
nomination of Krysta Harden of Georgia to be the Deputy Sec- 
retary of the United States Department of Agriculture and Robert 
Bonnie of Kentucky to be Under Secretary for Natural Resources 
and the Environment at the Department of Agriculture. 

We welcome and congratulate both of you on your nominations 
and we also welcome your families and certainly want to give you 
an opportunity, when you are speaking, to introduce them as well. 

These positions are critically important for America's farmers 
and ranchers and our natural resources that serve as the founda- 
tion of our wealth as a Nation. The Deputy Secretary position at 
the Department of Agriculture is a vital role as the second-highest 
ranking official in the USDA. 

That means that our nominee will play a critical role in man- 
aging the Department as it works to enhance the safety and qual- 
ity of the U.S. food supply while serving America's farmers in rural 
communities. 

Ms. Harden, I hope that you will use your perspective that you 
have gained as a longtime public servant to improve the operations 
of the Department by assessing how the agencies are measuring 
performance and efficiency, cutting down on duplication, and re- 
viewing the quality of customer service which I know is a continual 
focus. 

I have confidence that your experiences as Chief of Staff and as 
Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations at the USDA have 
prepared you to manage relations between the Department and 
lawmakers as well as interagency concerns as well. 

Mr. Bonnie, the Under Secretary for Natural Resources and En- 
vironment at the USDA also plays a key role. As Under Secretary, 
you will be the principal advisor to the United States Secretary of 
Agriculture on policy to promote the conservation and sustainable 
use of our Nation's natural resources on private lands and to sus- 
tain production of all the goods and services that the public de- 
mands of our National Forests. 

I trust, Mr. Bonnie, that your prior position as a Senior Policy 
Adviser for the USDA has prepared you to take on the tremendous 
task of overseeing the day-to-day operations of the U.S. Forest 
Service and Natural Resources Conservation Service. 

Ms. Harden and Mr. Bonnie, your nominations come at a very 
important time. The staff at the Department of Agriculture has 
been and will continue to be an indispensable resource for us as we 
move forward with the Farm Bill. 

USDA provides the boots on the ground, working directly with 
our farmers and ranchers to implement vital programs that we 
have worked so hard to make more efficient in the Senate-passed 
Farm Bill. 

We write the legislation, but it is up to you to implement the 
policies and to create the rules that best serve the 16 million peo- 
ple whose jobs depend on American agriculture. 
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I know I speak for all the members of the Committee when we 
say that we take our obligation to advise and consent very seri- 
ously and we look forward to your remarks. 

Before turning to my distinguished Ranking Member, I would 
like to offer two items into the record. The first is a letter in sup- 
port of Ms. Harden's nomination by roughly 140 agriculture groups. 

[The following information can be found on page 104 in the ap- 
pendix.] 

Chairwoman Stabenow. The second is a letter in support of Mr. 
Bonnie's nomination signed by roughly 90 conservation and for- 
estry groups. Those are quite the coalitions. 

[The following information can be found on page 99 in the appen- 
dix.] 

Chairwoman Stabenow. If there are no objections, the letters 
will be inserted into the record. 

Seeing none, I would now like to turn to Senator Cochran. 

STATEMENT OF HON.THAD COCHRAN, U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI 

Senator Cochran. Madam Chair, I am very pleased to join you 
in welcoming our witnesses and the nominees for offices that are 
very important in the Department of Agriculture. I think both of 
them are very well qualified by virtue of their experiences and per- 
formance of duties in the government as well as private sector or- 
ganizations in the field of agriculture. 

I look forward to their testimony and to their favorable consider- 
ation by the Committee. 

Chairwoman Stabenow. Thank you very much. 

Before turning to Congressman Bishop, who I know would like 
to introduce our first nominee, and welcome. Congressman; it is 
wonderful to have you here for the Committee, but I know that 
Senator Chambliss also wanted to say a few words. 

Senator Chambliss. 

STATEMENT OF HON. SAXBY CHAMBLISS, U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF GEORGIA 

Senator Chambliss. Thank you very much. Madam Chair. It is 
a privilege for me to have a chance to introduce again to this Com- 
mittee my long-time dear friend Krysta Harden. It is hard to be- 
lieve that I first met Krysta in 1980 when she was a volunteer for 
then aspiring Congressmen Charles Hatcher and she gets the sole 
credit for him being elected that year. 

[Laughter.] 

Senator Chambliss. She has not gotten any older but I have. She 
has been my dear friend since then and it has been a real privilege 
to watch Krysta to grow and mature into the great, great person 
she is now but also the great leader she is now. 

She has great experience both on and off the Hill in preparing 
for this position that she has been nominated to which obviously 
is the number two position at USDA. 

Krysta served in Congressmen Hatcher's office for many years, 
starting out as a receptionist and ending up as Chief of Staff. That 
is the kind of job that she did for him. She also worked on the Agri- 
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culture Committee as Chief of Staff or one of the Subcommittees 
that Charles was the Chairman of. 

But probably, and of course, being in the Administration now, 
was congressional liaison and then Chief of Staff to the Secretary, 
letting her know what was going on inside US DA over the last sev- 
eral years. 

But, I think probably what has prepared her most for this job is 
the fact that she grew up on a farm in south Georgia. Her dad who 
is also a dear friend, J immy "Hardrock" Harden is here. He is a 
row crop farmer in south Georgia. 

Krysta knows firsthand what it is like to watch the crops be 
planted and hope there is rain and hope prices continue to rise. So, 
she is well prepared for this position and it is, indeed, a privilege 
for me to introduce her to the Committee today for the position of 
Deputy Secretary of Agriculture. 

Chairwoman Stabenow. Thank you so much also. 

Congressman Bishop, we would welcome any comments and 
thoughts from you as well before we turn to our nominees. 

STATEMENT OF HON. SANFORD BISHOP, U.S. REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA 

Mr. Bishop. Thank you very much. 

Good morning. Madam Chair Stabenow, Ranking Member, Sen- 
ator Cochran, and members of the Committee. 

It is my distinct honor and privilege to come today joined by our 
distinguished senior Senator from Georgia and my good friend, 
Saxby Chambliss, is to support the nomination of Krysta Harden 
as the next Deputy Secretary of the United States Department of 
Agriculture. 

I have known Krysta and her husband Charles for decades and 
consider them to be dear friends. She also happens to be my con- 
stituent, hailing from the largely rural second Congressional Dis- 
trict of Georgia, the heart of production agriculture as you have 
heard having been born and raised on one of the many peanut 
farms in our area in Mitchell County. 

Though she served many years in Washington D.C., Krysta still 
refers to herself as a Georgia farm girl. I am proud to say that she 
has never forgotten her roots and that she will bring a wealth of 
knowledge and experience wound from our rustic upbringing as 
well as her many years of federal experience to the new position 
at USDA. 

It has already been mentioned that she grew up and worked on 
the land on a farm, that she spent 16 years on Capitol Hill includ- 
ing a stint as Staff Director for the House Agriculture, Peanut, and 
Tobacco Subcommittee. 

She served for six years as CEO with the National Association 
of Conservation Districts, which represents the 3000 districts 
tasked with carrying out our national resource management pro- 
gram, and most recently, of course, during the first Obama Admin- 
istration, she joined Secretary Tom Vilsack at USDA as the Assist- 
ant Secretary for Congressional Relations, ultimately working her 
way up and earning the promotion in 2011 by Secretary Vilsack as 
the D^artment's Chief of Staff. 
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As a member of the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Agri- 
culture, I have had the privilege of personally working with Krysta 
on a range of challenging and sensitive issues during her tenure in 
the Administration. 

I can say that I found her to be bipartisan and no-nonsense in 
our approach to problem-solving, demonstrating our ability to listen 
and her persistence and follow-through; and they had been alto- 
gether refreshing and valuable, I think, whether working on na- 
tional issues such as the re-authorization of the Farm Bill or the 
Administration's proposed reforms for the crop insurance and direct 
payment programs or working with the Congressional Black Cau- 
cus on developing legislative framework for the farmer settlements 
or assisting that our office or other offices in helping local farmers 
overcome some of the challenges with the county FSA offices. I 
have always found her to be honest, forthright, and fair. 

I have every belief that she represents the highest standards of 
public service. So, I have every confidence that she will perform ad- 
mirably as the Deputy Secretary of the USDA and I whole- 
heartedly support her nomination for this very, very important po- 
sition. 

So, thank you. Madam Chair and members of the Committee, for 
allowing me to have these few words to second the nomination and 
to support my friend, my colleague, my constituent Krysta Harden. 

Chairwoman Stabenow. Well, thank you very much. Representa- 
tive Bishop. 

I think, Ms. Harden, from your perspective we should just ad- 
journ your portion of the meeting at this point, I think. 

[Laughter.] 

Chairwoman Stabenow. But we will proceed with both of you 
who have come with very impressive support. Let me officially in- 
troduce you. 

Our first nominee is Krysta Harden. Ms. Harden is currently, as 
we know. Chief of Staff at the USDA, a position that she has held 
since 2011. Prior to this, Ms. Harden served as Assistant Secretary 
for Congressional Relations at USDA in 2009 through 2011. 

From 2004 through 2009, she served as the Chief Executive Offi- 
cer of the National Association of Conservation Districts. At NACD, 
she was actively involved with the Committee in building broader 
coalitions around the conservation title of the farm bill. 

Previously, Ms. Harden was the Senior Vice President of Gordley 
Associates from 1993 to 2004. She also served as Staff Director for 
the U.S. House Committee on Agriculture Subcommittee on Pea- 
nuts and T obacco from 1992 to 1993. 

Ms. Harden received her BA in journalism at the University of 
Georgia, and there may be others here with you today, but I do 
want to recognize your father, j immy Harden, and your husband, 
former Congressman Charles Hatcher. Welcome to both of you. We 
are happy to have you. 

Our next nominee is Robert Bonnie. Mr. Bonnie is currently a 
Senior Policy Adviser at USDA, a position he has held since 2009. 
Prior to this, he worked for the Environmental Defense Fund 
where he held a number of roles from 1995 until 2008, including 
Vice President of Land Conservation and Wildlife and Managing 
Director of the Center for Conservation I ncentives. 
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Mr. Bonnie served on the board of visitors at Duke University 
Nicholas School of the Environment and Earth Sciences. He was a 
member of the board of directors for the Piedmont Environmental 
Council in Scenic America. 

Mr. Bonnie received an AB from Harvard College and an ME and 
MEM from the Duke University Nicholas School of the Environ- 
ment. I understand, Mr. Bonnie, that your wifej ulia Gomena and 
your brother Shelby Bonnie are also with you today. So, we wel- 
come them. 

Now, there are two things that we need to do before hearing 
from you. One is to administer an oath that we have for all of our 
nominees and I would ask you to stand and raise your right hand. 

Do you swear that the testimony you are about to present is the 
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth so help you God? 

Ms. Harden. I do. 

Mr. Bonnie. I do. 

Chairwoman Stabenow. Secondly, do you agree that if con- 
firmed, you will appear before any newly constituted Committee of 
Congress if asked to appear? 

Ms. Harden. Yes. 

Mr. Bonnie. Yes. 

Chairwoman Stabenow. Thank you very much. 

At this point, we would like to proceed, Ms. Harden, with your 
remarks, welcome. 

TESTIMONY OF KRYSTA HARDEN, OF GEORGIA, NOMINATED 
TO BE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 

Ms. Harden. Madam Chairwoman and members of the Com- 
mittee, thank you for this opportunity to appear today before you 
as President Obama's nominee to serve as Deputy Secretary of the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

I apologize, every time I read that, it's just hard to believe. 

I want to begin by expressing my appreciation to the President 
for nominating me and to Secretary Vilsack for his great leadership 
at USDA. 

I want to thank you. Senator Chambliss, for your kind words 
today. Your friendship and support have meant so much to me for 
many years and a thank you to Congressman Bishop for coming 
over to the Senate side and spending your time for all those kind 
words. Thank you too, sir. 

With me today is my husband of 17 years, Charles Hatcher. 
There is so much I would like to say about him, but for the sake 
of time, I will just say that he is my biggest champion, my strong- 
est supporter and best friend. Thank you, Charles, for all you have 
done to make this day possible for me. 

I would also want to thank my wonderful parents, j amie and 
j immy Harden. My daddy is here representing the family, as you 
have heard. It takes a lot to get him off the farm, especially this 
time of year. 

[Laughter.] 

Ms. Harden. So, I would like to say thank you to him for being 
here. 
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I want to send a big hello and a hug to my mama J amie and my 
sister back home in Georgia. I am truly blessed with a loving and 
supportive family. 

Finally, I want to recognize my friends and colleagues from over 
the years. Many are here today or watching via the I nternet. Your 
guidance, your friendship, and help are very much appreciated. 

I am a product of rural America. Even during my time in Wash- 
ington, I had considered Georgia home. I grew up in Camilla, Geor- 
gia on my parents farm. My daddy grew up raising tobacco, fruits, 
and vegetables; and my mommy came from a traditional row crop 
farm where her family also had a cow/calf operation. 

Their backgrounds show the incredible diversity of American ag- 
riculture. My home also reminds me of rural America and the ne^ 
for a thriving rural community. When I graduated from college I 
did not see opportunity in rural Georgia. 

Today, too many young people face that same challenge. They 
feel deeply connected to rural America but they are not sure how 
to stay. We owe them strong rural communities. 

I have done my best to contribute to that goal over the years 
from my time as a House staffer, to working with soybean pro- 
ducers at Gordley Associates, to serving as CEO of NACD and fi- 
nally serving on the leadership team at USDA. 

I am proud of what we have accomplished during my time at the 
Agriculture Department. We quickly implemented the 2008 Farm 
Bill which has allowed us to deliver record results. This includes 
record farm loans, record investment in small towns, record con- 
servation efforts and record agriculture trade. 

We have supported agriculture research, expanded local and re- 
gional markets and improved the safety of our food supply. I n part- 
nership with this Committee, we also achieved passage of the 
Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010 and we have provided de- 
pendable nutrition assistance to millions of American families. 

Today, our work is not finished. If confirmed, I will continue our 
efforts to strengthen the rural economy in several key areas. 

First, we can continue to support our farmers and ranchers to 
grow existing markets and create new ones. If confirmed, I would 
help open more doors around the world for quality U.S. products. 
We can expand local and regional markets. 

If confirmed, I want to grow the numbers of farmers markets and 
regional food hubs around the country. This creates new income op- 
portunities and it helps to ensure that there is a place for everyone 
in agriculture. We need new farmers and they are coming from all 
walks of life, young people, immigrants, returning veterans, and 
women more than ever are starting all sizes of operations. We can 
give them the tools to get started and to keep growing. 

We are on the cutting-edge of new conservation opportunities 
today. USDA can help protect our natural resources and tap into 
economic opportunity through increased outdoor activities, and we 
can grow the outdoor-based economy. 

Many of us here today have worked hard over the years to har- 
ness the potential of home-grown products. I share Secretary 
Vilsack's belief that rural America can do even more, creating new 
jobs in the process. 
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Throughout all of this work, we must continue to foster a new 
era of civil rights at USDA. With the support of this Committee, 
we have taken steps to correct USDA's past history of discrimina- 
tion and we can ensure history does not repeat itself. 

To carry out much of our work, USDA relies on the Farm Bill. 
We remain committed to helping Congress pass a comprehensive 
agricultural reform food and jobs act that builds on the strong bi- 
partisan spirit shown in the U.S. Senate. If confirmed, I look for- 
ward to leading our effort to implement this legislation swiftly once 
it is passed. 

Finally, in a time of tight budgets, if confirmed, I will support 
USDA's proactive efforts that have already saved more than $828 
million in recent years. 

Madam Chairwoman and members of the Committee, thank you 
for this opportunity to appear before you today. I come from a 
small town with parents who are still on the farm. But I know that 
Camilla, Georgia is just one of the thousands of wonderful small 
towns in every corner of the Nation. They are the backbone of our 
country and the heart of our values. They deserve our best. 

If confirmed, I look forward to working with you. President 
Obama and Secretary Vilsack to deliver results for rural America 
and create opportunity for generations to come. 

Thank you, and I look forward to answering any questions you 
might have. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Flarden can be found on page 25 
in the appendix.] 

Chairwoman Stabenow. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Bonnie, welcome. 

TESTIMONY OF ROBERT BONNIE, OF VIRGINIA, NOMINATED 

TO BE UNDER SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE FOR NATURAL 

RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT 

Mr. Bonnie. Thank you. Madam Chairwoman and members of 
the Committee, I want to thank you for the opportunity to appear 
before you today and for your consideration of my nomination as 
Under Secretary for Natural Resources and Environment at USDA. 

I want to thank President Obama for nominating me and Sec- 
retary Vilsack for his confidence in me. If confirmed, I look forward 
to working with Secretary Vilsack to build upon the Administra- 
tion's commitment to rural America through the conservation of 
our working lands, and our National Forests. 

I want to start by thanking my wife j ulie, who is here today, and 
my daughter Lilly, both of whom have seen a little less of me as 
a result of my government service. If confirmed, I suspect that will 
not change a whole lot and I appreciate their love and patience. 

Also, I want to recognize my mother, my father, and my brother 
Shelby who is here today as well. They have encouraged my inter- 
est in the outdoors. 

My commitment to conservation began at an early age. I grew up 
on a farm in Kentucky and, as a kid, spent a lot of time outside 
fishing, hunting, and helping out around the farm. 

My family has also owned and managed forest land in South 
Carolina for over a century. As a forester, I worked directly on 
managing these lands for timber, for wildlife, and for recreation. 
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I understand from personal experience the challenges of main- 
taining family-owned farms and forests while being good stewards. 
Our working lands and our National Forests provide significant 
benefits to the American people, including food and fiber, clean 
water, wildlife habitat, and recreation. 

USDA's Natural Resources Conservation Service in particular 
plays a key role in the voluntary conservation of working lands by 
providing financial and technical assistance to farmers, ranchers, 
and forest owners to conserve soil and water, to improve rangeland 
and to protect habitat for hunting and fishing. 

In particular, NRCS makes it possible for landowners to enhance 
the productivity of their operations while conserving natural re- 
sources. In a budgetary environment where resources are limited, 
focusing NRCS resources on important conservation challenges and 
leveraging additional capacity from partnerships with farm, con- 
servation, and other stakeholders will remain important. 

Continued innovation through efforts such as working lands for 
wildlife that combine financial and technical assistance with regu- 
latory assurances is also important. 

Through authorization of a comprehensive food farm and jobs bill 
is central to USDA's work on conservation. This Committee and the 
U.S. Senate have passed strong, bipartisan legislation to reauthor- 
ize farm programs; and if confirmed, I will work with Secretary 
Vilsack to highlight the importance of passing long-term legisla- 
tion; and when such legislation passes, I will work with NRCS and 
the Forest Service to implement the legislation in a timely way. 

America's forests face significant threats including catastrophic 
wildfire and pine bark beetles on National Forests, and the loss of 
our private working lands to development. 

On our National Forests, we must work in collaboration with 
communities, with forest industry, and with conservation groups to 
increase the pace and scale of restoration and management. 

If confirmed, I will work with the Secretary and with Forest 
Service Chief Tidwell, to treat more acres on National Forests, to 
produce more timber and biomass, and to improve the ecological 
health of our forests. 

Catastrophic wildfire is an enormous challenge for the Forest 
Service and its federal and state partner agencies. Since the 1970s, 
average acreages burned have more than doubled to over 7 million 
acres a year. Fire seasons are now 60 to 80 days longer. A warming 
climate, increased fuel loads, and housing construction in the 
wildland urban interface have increased threats to people, prop- 
erty, rangeland, and forests. 

The President and the Secretary have spoken about the fiscal 
challenges related to wildfire. The Forest Service now spends about 
40 percent of its budget on fire, forcing the agency to make difficult 
decisions including curtailing funds for management activities that 
might otherwise reduce threats from fire. If confirmed, I look for- 
ward to working with the President, the Secretary, and all of you 
to address this challenge. 

I n our working forests, we must ensure landowners have the eco- 
nomic incentives to conserve and maintain lands to the long term. 
FI ere NRCS and the Forest Service can work together to ensure 
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land owners have the incentives and the markets to keep forests 
as forests. 

Outdoor recreation, including hunting and fishing and many 
other activities, is also important to the economies of rural commu- 
nities. If confirmed, I will work with NRCS, the Forest Service, and 
other agencies across the federal government to promote outdoor 
recreation on our public and private lands. 

Madam Chairwoman and members of the Committee, in closing, 

I want to again thank you for the opportunity to appear before you 
today. Conservation of our natural resources is closely linked to the 
prosperity and well-being of rural and urban Americans alike. If 
confirmed, I look forward to working with President Obama, with 
Secretary Vilsack to contribute to the conservation of our working 
lands and forests. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Bonnie can be found on page 22 
in the appendix.] 

Chairwoman Stabenow. Thank you very much. 

Senator Thune. Madam chairwoman, will we have the oppor- 
tunity to submit questions for the record if we cannot do it today? 

Chairwoman Stabenow. Absolutely. We are happy to accept both 
opening statements and questions for the record. Thank you. 

First, let me just ask both of you. You have been with the De- 
partment over the last four years. There have been a lot of chal- 
lenges, a lot of accomplishments. I wondered if you each might 
speak to one or two examples in your experience that demonstrates 
both the challenges you have faced and the role that you have 
played in addressing them as you look to your new roles. 

Ms. Flarden. 

Ms. FIarden. That is a good question. I think the first thing that 
comes to my mind. Madam Chairwoman, is managing it with un- 
certainty on budgets. I think of the four years that I have been at 
USDA, three of those years we have not had a budget, not knowing 
if we are going to have a continuing resolution, trying to keep the 
workforce focused across the country, across the world. Our folks 
do not always understand how Washington works or sometimes do 
not. So, trying to manage through that and making sure that we 
continue to provide the quality service that we are known for. 

We have the greatest employees I believe in any institution at 
USDA. They want to serve. Our stakeholders, they want to do the 
right thing, but I think that would probably, in preparing for this 
job, would give me the understanding of what is needed to keep 
folks focused and doing that kind of work even with uncertainty. 

I think the other thing that comes to mind is being involved in 
the implementation of the 2008 Farm Bill, we walked in needing 
to get that done quickly. Folks were waiting. Our stakeholders 
needed to have results from the department. So being prepared 
hopefully to implement the 2012 will be the two issues that come 
to mind. 

Chairwoman Stabenow. Thank you. 

Mr. Bonnie. 

Mr. Bonnie. Senator, I think one of the issues I would mention 
is our work on the drought last summer. I worked with the Sec- 
retary, NRCS, FSA and even the Forest Service to work to provide 
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some flexibility for landowners that we are dealing with a very dif- 
ficult drought situation. 

On the NRCS side, we targeted some Farm Bill dollars to help 
with drought mitigation. On the CRP side, it was about making 
sure that we provide some flexibility in the program to allow for 
some emergency haying and grazing and to move quickly in a way 
that we could do that would pass legal scrutiny as well. We worked 
quickly to do that. 

We had a tough fire season as well last summer and again this 
summer and so we worked with the Forest Service to make sure 
we have the resources, whether it is air tankers or otherwise. 

Those are two areas where, I think, we have had to a little bit 
of thinking on the fly and work within the resources we have but 
recognize that the stakes are big for our stakeholders, farmers, 
ranchers, and forest landowners and for the public that relies on 
the food and fiber that they and the National Forests produce. 

Chairwoman Stabenow. J ust a little bit more, talking about 
thinking on the fly or being creative, we all know we are in very 
challenging times as it relates to resources. Our Farm Bill saves 
money in the ways of streamlining that we hope will make it actu- 
ally easier to implement and better for folks on the ground, farmers 
and ranchers and so on. But, it is going to involve a lot of creative 
thinking as we go forward as we look at how we leverage funding 
and so on. 

So, I wonder if each of you might just speak of little bit more 
about that as we are looking at tight resources, leveraging funds, 
being creative, anything along that line that you would want to 
talk about. 

Ms. FIarden. I will first highlight a couple of things. The first 
that comes to mind, as I mentioned in my opening statement, 
about the $828 million that we proactively have been able to avoid 
spending at USDA, and that is really by being creative. 

It is a blueprint for stronger services, what we have called this 
initiative and looking at ways to consolidate contracting, look at 
the way we manage our procurements of buildings and facilities, 
looking how to modernize our workforce, using all the tools that we 
have available proactively thinking about what is ahead. So, I 
think those kinds of things we have to continue. 

I learned a lot about working in partnerships when I was NACD, 
working with states, federal, local districts and building on those 
partnerships; sharing the workload, working together, making sure 
you are not duplicating. 

Those are the two examples that I would have. 

Mr. Bonnie. I will just add to that. I think clearly we are all op- 
erating in a difficult fiscal environment. In the case of the Farm 
Bill, it means leveraging our resources through partnerships, the 
kind of leverage that I think you all were thinking about in putting 
together r^ional conservation partnership initiative in the Farm 
Bill. That is exactly the approach we need to take. 

We need to bring partners to the table, leverage our resources. 

I think it is also important to think about priority setting. We are 
going to have to use our resources in a way that generates the 
most benefit for the public and obviously generates important bene- 
fits for natural resources as well. 
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Chairwoman Stabenow. Let me just in closing my time, really 
commend both of you and the Secretary and the Department be- 
cause when you look at percentage-wise across in the Federal Gov- 
ernment, we have seen more cuts I think in agriculture than just 
about any other area. 

You have had to manage a tremendous amount of cuts and rear- 
ranging things; and when I look at agricultural research, I am very 
concerned that has been the area hit harder than any other area 
of research in the federal government around food safety and pests 
and disease and so on. 

I am hopeful that while we will continue to focus on structuring 
dollars, that agriculture will be treated fairly in the context of the 
overall budget discussion. That is our job as well. 

Senator Cochran. 

Senator Cochran. Madam Chair, I am pleased to join you in 
welcoming our distinguished witnesses this morning and congratu- 
lating them on their nomination. We look forward to working with 
you in trying to be sure that we do the things that we need to do 
to help promote American agricultural interests and create an envi- 
ronment where we are working together, the public sector and pri- 
vate enterprise can help assure the continued viability and profit- 
ability of American farms. 

We know that you both have personal experiences that you will 
be able to draw on to help deal with the challenges that these of- 
fices have. 

First of all, I want to ask Ms. Flarden. I know that you realize 
I have got to ask about catfish inspection. So, I might as well just 
go on and get that out of the way. 

[Laughter.] 

Senator Cochran. What are your thoughts about how we can im- 
plement in a responsible way a catfish or aquaculture program 
guaranteeing the wholesomeness and the fitness for food of these 
fish throughout the United States? 

Ms. FIarden. Senator Cochran I would have been disappointed if 
you did not ask me. 

[Laughter.] 

Ms. FIarden. It is a complex issue as you know very well and I 
would say to you, if I am confirmed by the Senate, that I will work 
with you for a path forward this year on this issue. I know you 
have waited a long time and I will work with you on this, sir, if 
I am confirmed. 

Senator Cochran. Mr. Bonnie, do you have any thoughts about 
that? 

[Laughter.] 

Mr. Bonnie. I think I will stay away from this one. 

Senator Cochran. Well, you have some important responsibil- 
ities too. I think in our State somebody was surprised to find out 
that forestry and forest products were the number one commodity 
for production of income for landowners and those involved in the 
industries. 

What are your thoughts about carrying out the provisions of the 
Farm Bill that provide programs under the jurisdiction of the Na- 
tional Resources Conservation Service and how you can assist 
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farmers in dealing with challenges that they face in the market- 
place tcxiay? 

Mr. Bonnie. I think on the forestry side, if you look at private 
forest lands across the United States, we are losing, slowly losing 
our private working lands and they provided incredible benefits to 
the public. 

NRCS has made some really important strides in working with 
landowners on everything from timber stand improvements to re- 
forestation. I think it is going to be critical in places like Mis- 
sissippi where forests not only provide places where people hunt 
and fish and important natural resource benefits to the commu- 
nities there but it also is critical to the economic infrastructure. 

So, working with farmers and forest landowners to keep forest 
viable to make sure it remains an important economic resource 
that they can grow timber and produce all those benefits but also 
do it economically viably I think is critically important. 

Likewise, on the agricultural side, the work that NRCS does to 
not only encourage good stewardship but do it in a way that en- 
hances the productive capacity of the land is going to be critically 
important. 

I think that is an area where NRCS is a bit of an unsung hero 
frankly in conservation and there is a lot more work to do there; 
and if confirmed, I look forward to doing it. 

Senator Cochran. Thank you. 

Thank you. Madam Chair. 

Chairwoman Stabenow. Thank you very much. I also want to 
thank Senator Cochran. When I was in Mississippi speaking to the 
Delta Council, he made sure we had catfish. It was good. 

Senator Bennet, the Chair of our Conservation Suocommittee. 

Senator Bennet. Thank you. I would like to thank Senator Coch- 
ran for his catfish question. We are not producers of catfish in Col- 
orado but I am married to a woman from the Mississippi Delta and 
rural Arkansas so we are consumers of catfish in Colorado and look 
forward to working with you and following your work on this. 

Ms. Harden, congratulations to both of you and thank you for 
your service and you're incredibly well qualified for these jobs and 
I look forward to working with you. 

I wanted to ask Ms. Harden first a question about exports. You 
alluded to this in your testimony. We often talk in this Committee 
about the safe, and affordable and abundant food supply that we 
enjoy as Americans. That is all true. That is certainly true. 

But, the rest of the world is also paying attention to what we are 
doing here and more consumers from overseas are opening their 
wallets to our production here. 

My office has held eight sessions around the State, eight export 
workshops, an initiative we are calling Beyond Colorado, aimed at 
helping farmers, ranchers, and small businesses export their prod- 
ucts and I can tell you there is tremendous interest among our pro- 
ducers about this worldwide market. 

So, with exports representing one of the greatest opportunities to 
create new wealth in agriculture, what more can the USDA do to 
help facilitate more business opportunities for our farmers and 
ranchers around the world? 

Ms. Harden. Thank you, sir, I could not agree with you more. 
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As I did mention in my testimony, that is one area I hope to real- 
ly focus on in making sure that we do open more of those doors and 
more of those markets. 

The trade agreements that we have with South Korea, Panama 
and Colombia immediately open markets that we have not had ac- 
cess to. So, that is a start obviously. TPP and discussions in the 
EU are underway so we are hoping that those will conclude. 

We have been working on non-tariff barriers at USDA to get our 
products into new markets. It has been a priority for USDA even 
during tough budget times to make sure that we are leading trade 
missions with U.S. companies and producers and state depart- 
ments of agriculture. We had a trade mission to Turkey just this 
summer. There is one scheduled in the fall with South Africa. 

So, we very much agree with you, sir, and I personally pledge to 
you that I will work in this area if I am confirmed by the Senate. 

Senator Bennet. I look forward to working with you on that. I 
think this is just vital for job creation in rural Colorado and rural 
America. So, thank you. 

Mr. Bonnie, I know that you are well aware of the issues that 
we are facing in Colorado with our forests both in terms of the 
wildfires and beetle infestation that we've had. It has been a very, 
very difficult time for us. 

We've noticed that the Forest Service's 2012 report on restoration 
and job creation on our National Forests called for large landscape- 
level environmental analyses extensively to accelerate restoration 
over a large area without having to do countless studies. 

I understand the Black FI ills National Forest in my colleague 
Senator Thune's State of South Dakota recently undertook such an 
analysis covering 250,000 acres. 

So, my question is whether the Forest Service plans to do any 
additional landscape-level analysis in other states; and if so, I 
would gladly volunteer Colorado as a place where you can do your 
next one. 

Mr. Bonnie. Well, I think these types of approaches are going to 
be critically important. We have got the quarter of a million acres 
in the Black FI ills National Forest. We have got one in the Four 
Forest Restoration Initiative in Arizona which is a million acres. 

We are trying to do this to both provide the landscape-scale work 
we need to do to be able to confront this problem of both bark bee- 
tles and catastrophic fire but at the same time do a large enough 
project so that the forest industry, has certainty that they can in- 
vest in the mills and the infrastructure they ne^ to help carry out 
these efforts. 

We are going to try to do more of this. The Chief is interested 
in doing more of it and there is an enormous need, as you know 
better than anyone, in Colorado particularly on the front range 
where we have challenges related to fuel buildup intermixed with 
communities that are right in the wildland-urban interface. 

So, this is just the type of approach that we are interested in 
that we want to do more of and we would love to work with you 
to take it forward. 

Senator Bennet. We will take you up on that. 
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Madam Chair, I know that you know this. This beetie kiii in Coi- 
orado is a wasting asset, if we do not figure out how to use it and 
get it miiied, it is not going to be there anymore. 

i mentioned to you, Mr. Bonnie, when we were together, i re- 
centiy had a chance to visit a smaii miii named Coiorado Timber 
Resources who are making two by fours that they are shipping to 
Louisiana. Their view was that they couid tripie their production 
if we couid figure out how to get them for this materiai. 

So, i iook forward to working with you. Thank you. 

Thank you. Madam Chair. 

Chairwoman Stabenow. Thank you very much. 

Senator Chambiiss. 

Senator Chambliss. Thanks very much. Madam Chair. 

Krysta, you aiiuded to this in your opening statement and obvi- 
ousiy i know what your answer is but just for the record, as you 
know, we are in the process of trying to compiete a Farm Biii this 
year. 

it is imperative that we get that done, and thanks to the ieader- 
ship of our Chairman and Senator Cochran hopefuiiy we are head- 
ed that way. 

But, we had some impiementations issues with both of the iast 
two Farm Biiis. Some of it was reiative to new programs that were 
created that you are very famiiiar with, i do not think we got any- 
thing new and different in this program but we certainiy have a 
iot iess money to operate with than we have ever had. 

i simpiy wouid iike a commitment from you that you are going 
to work as hard as you can to make sure that once this biii does 
get signed into iaw that the Department of Agricuiture is going to 
impiement the new Farm Biii as quickiy as possibie to give our 
producers some certainty and some definitive answers to the many 
issues that they are going to have in that Farm Biii. 

Ms. FiARDEN. Senator Chambiiss, we are ready. You aii send us 
a Farm Biii, we wiii get it done in a timeiy and orderiy manner 
and i hope to be ieading that effort if i am confirmed by the Sen- 
ate. 

Senator Chambliss. Mr. Bonnie, as you know, paimar amaranth, 
which is common iy known as pigweed, has developed a resistance 
to glyphosphate which is a widely used herbicide. NRCS has a pilot 
program that was developed through EQIP that helps cotton farm- 
ers control this resistant pigweed. 

I would like to note that the control measures were developed by 
Stanley Culpepper, as you know, at Tifton Campus at the Univer- 
sity of Georgia. 

Can you give me an update on that program? There have got to 
be other issues out there too relative to resistance to our herbi- 
cides. What has NRCS got on the table relative to how we are 
going to combat these resistant weeds? 

Mr. Bonnie. Yeah, this is a challenge across the country. In the 
case of the work in South Georgia, I believe NRCS has put about 
$1 million into this program over the fiscal year 2010 through 2012 
and it is seeing some real results. 

I think we are seeing some benefits in that pilot project and hope 
that we can take the lessons from that and use a program like 
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EQIP or other Farm Bill programs to spread the gospel, as it were, 
both through technical assistance and through financial assistance. 

I would think more broadly that this is a perfect example of 
where NRCS programs can both work on critical natural resource 
conservation chalfenges and improve the productive capacity of our 
farmers and ranchers to produce food and fiber. 

This is an area that I think is a growing problem and we are 
going to need to tackle it more aggressively as we move forward. 

Senator Chambliss. One other program that has been really ben- 
eficial to Georgia forestry farmers is the Longleaf Pine program. It 
is now making a huge difference in many areas whether it is a ero- 
sion or whether it is the long-term economic benefit to our farmers. 

I know you are very familiar with it and I hope you will continue 
to pay close attention to that program and monitor it as we go 
along in this next Farm Bill. 

Mr. Bonnie. I will indeed. As most people who know me, I have 
a soft spot for Longleaf Pine and it is important. NRCS is doing 
great work there and that will continue. 

Senator Chambliss. Thank you very much. Madam Chair. 

Chairwoman Stabenow. Thank you. Now to the Chair of our 
Subcommittee on Commodities and Markets, Senator Donnelly. 

Senator Donnelly. Thank you. Madam Chair, and congratula- 
tions Ms. Flarden and Mr. Bonnie. You know, when they called me 
Senator, I could not believe it either. So, it has been a great honor. 

Ms. Flarden, just a couple of things. In regards to product that 
is out there, it is called Enlist, and it is something that we talked 
about a little bit. This has been under review for four years now. 

I said to somebody, you know, I have some kids; and I was fortu- 
nate that they were able to graduate college within four years; but 
they did that in a quicker time than they have been able to com- 
plete the review of this. 

I was wondering if you have any idea when USDA plans to re- 
spond to the latest petition for deregulation. 

Ms. FIarden. I believe I am familiar with what you are talking 
about. 

Senator Donnelly. Right. 

Ms. FIarden. It is in our General Counsel's Office, and we will 
be able to provide a response late this summer. 

Senator Donnelly. Thank you very much. 

Then this is just a technical issue that we have a place to call. 
We had a group of farmers from Indiana who came out to speak 
to folks at USDA on this and kind of got bounced around all week 
and we would just like to know that we can give you a call and 
get people squared away when they come into town. 

Ms. FIarden. Most definitely, sir. I have prided myself my entire 
career and especially my years at USDA at being accessible and re- 
sponsible to the people that I work for, and I believe that is the 
taxpayer, and so I assure you, sir, I will be available. 

Senator Donnelly. Thank you very, very much. 

Mr. Bonnie, thank you again for coming by the office, both of 
you. I n I ndiana, we actually lead the Nation right now in the high- 
est percentage of acres usi ng cover crop. 

When it is done right, it increases yields, improves drought re- 
sistance, reduces nutrient runoffs that affect in our State almost 
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what happens through a huge portion of the country when it goes 
down the Ohio River and goes into other areas. 

If it is not done right, though, there can be a lot of negative con- 
sequences and that is the pullback that we get from a lot of farm- 
ers back home. 

So, what was mentioned before by some of the other colleagues 
here is about technical assistance and that seems to be the key to 
getting it done right. 

I was wondering how you plan to deliver that kind of technical 
assistance in a better, more effective way that we can reach out to 
more because it seems every dollar spent on this provides cleaner 
rivers, reduced runoff and better land stewardship. 

Mr. Bonnie. You are exactly right. I think technical assistance 
is an incredibly valuable role of NRCS and I think one of our goals 
at NRCS is to get our folks out behind desks and back out into the 
field where they can interact directly with farmers. 

We have got a conservation streamlining delivery initiative to do 
that. I think that is going to be absolutely critical figuring out ways 
that we can use new types of technology to interact with farmers 
to give them ready information on this. 

J ust as you say, cover crops are incredibly important but they 
have to be done right. We neai to be able to facilitate that by pro- 
viding information and ready access to information for farmers and 
ranchers. I think that will continue to be a real priority of NRCS 
as we move forward. 

Senator Donnelly. I also wanted to ask you about our National 
Forests in Indiana. A number of Hoosiers are worried about poten- 
tial reductions in the Forest Service timber harvest goals, and it 
seems to be that this could be a win-win situation that we want 
to manage these forests right but my colleague Mr. Bennet was 
just talking about the tremendous fire problems we have. 

Fie mentioned 40 percent of the budget is on that now. It is the 
kind of thing that I have been looking closely at personally. Flow 
do we reduce the fuel load that is in these forests? To just not man- 
age them is to seem to make the decision to cause things to occur 
there. 

So effective proper management, I think, is the best way to pro- 
tect our forests in the long run as well. I would like to get your 
views on that. 

Mr. Bonnie. I could not agree more. We have got 60 to 
80,000,000 acres across 193 million acres system that are in need 
of some form of restoration treatment, whether that be low inten- 
sity prescribed fire or the type of mechanical treatment where we 
are going in and thinning forests, making them more resilient to 
fi re. 

There is a real opportunity here to improve not only ecological 
health of forests by doing stewardship the right way and treat- 
ments the right way but also to provide jobs and opportunity to 
local communities. 

Of course, it is a balance but the National Forests are a multiple 
use system. We need to balance timber production with recreation 
and ecological health of forests but there is a real opportunity here. 

We need to do more work and the way over the long term to keep 
the fire numbers from swallowing the Forest Service budget en- 
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tirely is to do the work on the front-end that will reduce the sever- 
ity of fires over the long term. 

Senator Donnelly. Well, congratulations to both of you. We look 
forward to working with you, and thank you so much for your lead- 
ership. 

Thank you. Madam Chair. 

Chairwoman Stabenow. Thank you very much. 

Senator Hoeven, and before you give your questions, you were 
not here earlier when I said how proud I was of the team effort 
last week in order to move things forward to go back from the Sen- 
ate Farm Bill returning to the House but I just want to say once 
again thank you for the final hours joining me on the floor and 
being a part of a very important effort and I really appreciate your 
leadership. 

Senator Hoeven. Thank you. Madam Chairman. I appreciate it 
and really appreciate your leadership on working so hard to get a 
new Farm Bill which we very much need. 

Chairwoman Stabenow. Yes. 

Senator Hoeven. Again, welcome to both of you and thank you 
to both of you for coming by my office and sitting down and visiting 
on some of these important issues for our producers, for our farm- 
ers and ranchers. I really appreciate that. 

I just want to start out and talk for a minute about the regu- 
latory burden that our farmers and ranchers face. It is something 
that we talked about, and it is not unique just to agriculture. I am 
hearing this across every industry. 

We understand there is a proper role for regulation. I mean, it 
is to protect the environment. We want to make sure there are not 
abuses going on there. 

But at the same time, it should not be so burdensome and com- 
plex that people do not know how to comply and spend all their 
time trying to figure out and end up not just being able to farm 
or ranch in the proper fashion they normally do. 

Instead of making sure that you prevent the exception, we are 
forcing the rule kind of on everybody in a way that really is bur- 
densome, difficult, and complicated. 

I tried to give you a couple of examples when we met and I 
would just like your response, and I will start with Ms. Harden on 
a couple of these examples and you can sure expand it to some- 
thing else. 

For example, in the area of NRCS maps. North Dakota is a very 
pothole region of the country. Farmers and ranchers need to under- 
stand how to manage their farm or ranch and maintain the wet- 
lands in a reasonable manner. 

For example, even in the maps, the NRCS maps from 1990 to 
1996, some of the maps were approved, some were not. Farmers 
still do not know whether they can rely on those maps. 

How do you propose, I mean, can we go back and actually look 
at those maps and get the farmers squared away on that specific 
issue? 

Mr. Bonnie, you can start with this one if you'd like, but I am 
just using that as an example. I would use the special measures 
on prevented plant, the one in four rule except then you have to 
define what is a normal weather year which nobody can define. 
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How do you cut through this stuff and get our farmers and 
ranchers some certainty that works for them? I would love both of 
you to respond. Use these specifics or others. 

Mr. Bonnie. I am happy to start on the issues related to wet- 
lands and the prairie pothole region. 

We really have two challenges. One is there has been a signifi- 
cant backlog of landowners who have been trying to get wetlands 
certifications over the last several years. NRCS has worked to put 
more staff, more contractors there to reduce that backlog by 40 per- 
cent. There is still work to be done there and I think that is an 
area, if confirmed, I will continue to work on. 

The second piece has to do with, I think, the issue you raised 
about maps and data. Are we using the best data? This is another 
area that NRCS is focused on, continued to do work on, and we will 
need to do work on going forward to make sure we are using the 
best data and that farmers and ranchers can rely on that and that 
we do it in a transparent way. 

That is an area that we will continue to work on and, if con- 
firmed, I am happy to focus on it. 

Ms. Harden. Senator, I will just talk to you in a general sense. 
Obviously, common sense gets lost sometimes, and I think that is 
what is needed, practical approaches. Things that sound very good 
on paper, sound very good in an office here in Washington, just 
does not make good sense on the ground. 

I do not have to go very far to get an earful from my own daddy, 
sitting in the corner over here, a farmer himself. He says, 'Why in 
the heck are you all doing this this way?" 

I understand that. I cannot tell you I can fix everything because 
that would not be honest but I can tell you I am aware, I under- 
stand, I agree with you and that, if confirmed by the Senate, as 
well as Deputy, I will do what I can in that role to make sure that 
we do have practical approaches, that common sense applies, and 
just use my personal experience in recognizing that farmers want 
to do what is right. I believe that, if given the opportunity to, farm- 
ers and ranchers. 

Senator Hoeven. What I would propose and I think it would be 
helpful is if we could get you to come out to North Dakota, look 
at some of the wetlands areas, talk to some of the farmers. 

On the grasslands, come out and see the grasslands, talk to the 
ranchers so that when you work on grazing plans and allotments, 
you have seen it and you have heard from them directly. 

I think you hear from a lot of different folks back here but there 
is nothing better than seeing and then hearing from the people on 
the ground that are doing it every day. I would ask that you both 
commit to do that. 

Ms. Harden. Yes, sir, you have got our commitment. 

Mr. Bonnie. Absolutely. 

Senator Hoeven. Thank you very much. I do look forward to 
working with both of you. 

Chairwoman Stabenow. Thank you very much. 

At this point we have completed our questions so we want to 
thank you for being here today and I think it is very clear that we 
are impressed with both of you and I would just speak for myself, 
looking enthusiastically toward supporting your moving forward in 
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this prcxess. We will not be voting today on your nominations, but 
I will be working with Senator Cochran to find the time as soon 
as possible for a business meeting so that we can actually vote out 
your nominations. 

We look forward to working with both of you. We have a lot of 
work to do, now it is on us to get a Farm Bill done and then it 
will move to you in implementing that in the quickest, most effi- 
cient way for our farmers and ranchers. I know this will be a top 
priority for both of you. 

So, congratulations again on your nominations. 

The meeting is adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 11:35 a.m., the Committee was adjourned.] 
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Statement by Robert Bonnie, Nominee for Under Secretary of the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture for Natural Resources and the Environment 

Before the U.S. Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry 
July 23, 2013 

Madame Chairman and Members of the Committee, 1 want to thank you for the opportunity to 
appear before you today and for your consideration of my nomination to be Under Secretary for 
Natural Resources and Environment at the US Department of Agriculture. I want to thank 
President Obama for nominating me to serve in this role and Secretary Vilsack’s confidence in 
me to serve as Under Secretary. If confirmed, 1 look forward to working with Secretary Vilsack 
to build upon this Administration's commitment to rural America through the consen-ation of 
our working lands and National Forests. 

I want to thank my wife, Julie, and my daughter, Lilly, both of whom see a little less of me than 
they might othenvise as a result of my government service over the last four years. If confirmed, 
I suspect that won’t change and, so, 1 appreciate their love and patience. 1 also want to thank my 
mother, father and brother w'ho have encouraged and supported my career in natural resource 
conservation. 

My commitment to conservation began at an early age. 1 grew up on a farm in Kentucky and, as 
a kid, spent a lot of time outside fishing, hunting, and helping out around the fann. We raised 
both horses and cattle, and grew corn, oats, and hay. My family has also managed forestland in 
South Carolina for over a century. This land is actively managed for wildlife, recreation and 
timber production. From these experiences, 1 understand the challenges associated with 
managing and maintaining family-owned farms and forests w'hile being good stewards of the 
land. 

Over the last four years, I have had the pleasure of working for Secretary Vilsack as a senior 
advisor on environment and climate change. USDA has a critical role to play in the conservation 
of America’s natural resources. Our working lands and our National Forests provide significant 
benefits to the American people, including production of food and fiber, clean water, wildlife 
habitat, and recreation. Under Secretary Vilsack’s leadership, USDA has enrolled record acres 
in conservation programs demonstrating that given the right incentives, farmers, ranchers and 
forest landowners are eager to invest in conservation. Partnerships and collaboration are critical. 
If confirmed as Under Secretary, 1 will continue to emphasize the importance of partnerships and 
collaboration with farmers, ranchers, forest owners, conservationists, forest industry, and local 
communities to conserve our working lands and our forests. 

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) plays a key role in the conservation of 
America’s working lands. The agency provides financial assistance and technical assistance to 
farmers, ranchers, and forest owners to conserve soil and water, improve rangeland for cattle and 
wildlife, and protect habitat to promote outdoor recreation. In a budgetary environment where 
resources are limited, focusing NRCS resources on important conservation challenges will 
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remain important. A key mission of NRCS will remain helping landowners put the right 
practice, or suite of practices, on the right acres. 

Under Secretary Vilsack's leadership, NRCS is pioneering new approaches to conservation. For 
example. Working Lands for Wildlife combines financial and technical assistance with 
regulatory assurances so that landowners preserve wildlife w'ill also maintaining an economically 
viable agricultural operation. NRCS’s Sage Grouse Initiative has garnered landowner support 
while demonstrating that voluntary conservation works. And, NRCS’s Mississippi River Basin 
Initiative is working with states and farmers to protect water quality through targeted 
stewardship activities. 

Initiatives like these demonstrate the importance of leveraging additional expertise through 
partnerships with states, universities, conservation groups, other government agencies and the 
private sector. Secretary Vilsack has championed tools that provide landowners regulatory 
certainty in exchange for conservation commitments and environmental markets, and, if 
confirmed, 1 will continue his work in developing these initiatives wdth NRCS, Forest Service, 
other agencies. States, and landowner partners. 

Reauthorization of a comprehensive Food, Farm and Jobs Bill is central to USDA’s work, 
including its conservation successes. This Committee and the US Senate have passed strong, 
bipartisan legislation to reauthorize farm programs. If confinned, I will work with Secretary 
Vilsack to highlight the importance of passing long-term legislation and w'hen such legislation 
passes, I will work with the Department, NRCS and the Forest Service to implement the 
legislation in a timely manner. 

Like our working lands, America's forests - both public and private - are vital to the economic 
prosperity of rural America. Forests provide clean water, wildlife habitat, recreational 
opportunities, and a host of other benefits. But, America’s forests face significant threats. On 
our public lands, catastrophic wildfire, insect outbreaks, and disease threaten our forests, our 
watersheds, and our communities. On private lands, we are losing forests to urbanization and 
fragmentation. 

For too long, we have fought over the fate of our forests. But now, the threats facing our forests 
require that we lay down our swords and work together. Secretary Vilsack has called for a 
shared vision for America’s forests that moves us away from the timber wars of the past and 
tow ards a shared commitment to restore and manage forests on both public and private lands for 
the benefit of all Americans. 

On our National Forests, this means increasing the pace and scale of restoration and 
management. If confinned, I will work with the Secretary and Forest Service Chief Tom 
Tidwell to treat more acres on National Forests, to produce more timber and biomass, and to 
improve the ecological health of our forests. There are ample areas where restoration can 
improve the health of our forests while also providing jobs and economic opportunity. 

The most significant challenge facing the Forest Service is catastrophic wildfire. Since the 
1 970s, average acreages burned have doubled from 3-4 million acres per year to over 7 million 



24 


acres per year. These numbers are expected to double again by 2050. Fire seasons are now 60- 
80 days longer than a few decades ago and fire behavior is more extreme. The combination of a 
warming climate, increased fuel loads, and housing construction in the wildland-urban interface 
has increased the loss of lives, homes, watersheds and fore.sts. 

The growth in catastrophic fire has had an enormous human toll as we witnessed W'ith the recent 
loss of 1 9 members of the Granite Mountain Hot Show Crew' in the Yarnell Hill fire in Arizona. 
Though these firefighters weren’t federal employees, they are part of a close-knit firefighting 
community and the Forest Service and the Department of Interior are deeply saddened by the 
loss of their colleagues. As with every firefighting fatality, we must ensure that we learn from 
this incident so that we can prevent future tragedies such as this one. The Forest Service 
continues to strive to make safety a bedrock value. If confirmed. 1 w'ill support these efforts and 
work with Secretary Vilsack and Chief Tidwell to ensure the safety of our firefighters and 
communities remains paramount. 

Both the President and the Secretary have spoken about the substantial budgetary challenges 
created by the growth of catastrophic wildfires for the Forest Service. Whereas the Forest 
Service use to spend 1 0-15% of its budget on fire preparedness and suppression, today it spends 
closer to 40% or more during bad fire years. Since 1998. Forest Service fire staff has more than 
doubled, while forestry, biologists, and recreation staff has been reduced over 35%. Budgeting 
for fire has forced the Forest Service to make difficult budgeting decisions, including reducing 
funding for management activities that might otherwise prevent catastrophic fires. If confirmed, 

I look forward to working with the President, the Secretary, this Committee and Congress to 
address both the budget challenges and the land management challenges presented by 
catastrophic wildfire. 

Our National Forests play a critical role in the economies of local communities by providing 
opportunities for all types of outdoor recreation, including hunting and fishing, hiking, camping, 
skiing, motorized sports, canoeing, and many others. The President and the Secretary have 
underlined the importance of outdoor recreation for local economies and to reconnect Americans 
to the outdoors through the America's Greater Outdoors initiative. If confirmed, I will continue 
to work with the Forest Service, NRCS. and other agencies across the federal government to 
promote outdoor recreation on our public and private lands. 

Madam Chairwoman and Members of the Committee, in closing, I want to again thank you for 
the opportunity to appear before you today. I appreciate the opportunity given to me by the 
President to work on these important issues. Conservation of our natural resources is closely 
linked to the prosperity and well-being of rural and urban Americans alike. If confirmed, I look 
forward to working with President Obama, Secretary Vilsack and this Committee to contribute to 
the conservation of our working lands and forests. I look forward to answering any questions 
from the Committee. 
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statement by Krysta Harden, Nominee for Deputy Secretary of the U.S. Department of 

Agriculture 

Before the U.S. Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry 
July 23, 2013 

Madam Chairwoman and Members of the Committee, thank you for this opportunity to appear 
before you as President Obama’s nominee to serve as Deputy Secretary of the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture (USDA). We meet today at a critical time for American agriculture and for the 
future of rural America. If confirmed, I look forw'ard to helping President Obama and Secretary 
Vilsack build on the accomplishments of this Administration, and revitalize the rural economy 
for generations to come. 

I want to begin by expressing my appreciation to the President for nominating me to serve in this 
position, and to Secretary Vilsack for his great leadership of the Department. I’m proud of what 
we’ve done together and, if confirmed, 1 look forward to the work we’ve yet to accomplish. 

As many here today know, 1 am a product of rural America. When 1 moved to Washington, I 
spent nearly a dozen years serving of the citizens of Southwest Georgia as a staff member in the 
House of Representatives. It’s where 1 learned that public service is a privilege, a responsibility 
and an exciting opportunity to give back to a nation that has given so much to each of us. And it 
is where 1 have made many of my closest friends. While there is not time to thank each of these 
great friends and colleagues personally, 1 want to note that there are many w'ho have helped me 
in my professional life. No one gets to this point in their career without the support of many 
people - and 1 believe that it is important always to remember tho.se who have helped you along 
the way. 1 want to express my appreciation to all of you for your help, friendship and support. 
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With me today is my husband of 1 7 years, Charles Hatcher. There is so much 1 would like to say 
to Charles, and about him, but at today’s hearing I will simply say that he is my biggest 
champion, strongest supporter and best friend. Thank you, Charles, for all you have done to 
make this day possible for me, 

1 also want to thank my wonderful parents - Jamie and Jimmy Harden - and my sister JaBra 
Harden Fuller, an educator in Valdosta, Georgia. 1 am truly blessed with a loving and supportive 
family. 

My family is also a big reason why I committed my life to this work, and why 1 love what I do. I 
grew up in Camilla, Georgia, on a diversified farm where my parents carried on a long family 
history of agriculture. My father grew up raising tobacco, fruits and vegetables. My mother came 
from a traditional row crop farm, where her family also had a cow/calf operation. Growing up in 
a farm family - particularly one with such a diverse farming background - gave me an 
understanding of the strength America enjoys from our ability to grow a wide range of crops and 
livestock. 

1 also left Camilla with an appreciation of the challenges we face as a nation to maintain thriving 
rural communities. When 1 graduated from the University of Georgia, I did not see how there 
would be opportunity for me in rural America. This uncertainty led me to move away, even as 1 
maintained a deep appreciation and love for home. Today, years later, we still hear many of 
those sentiments from young people who are deeply connected to rural America, but who feel 
they must move away to find opportunity. 

That is unfortunate, because anyone who wants a stake in the future of agriculture, or rural 
America, should be offered a viable chance to do so. Today, we face a challenge to revitalize the 
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rural economy, and I believe it is a challenge we can meet. We must build new, diverse markets 
for the incredible productivity of our farmers, ranchers and growers. We must seek out and 
create new partnerships that leverage the unique strengths of rural areas. And we must make the 
smart, targeted investments to create thriving Main Street businesses in our small towns. 

There is no shortage of folks who are committed to this work, and I am grateful to have had a 
career full of opportunity in rural policy. As 1 said, I am very proud to have started my career 
working on behalf of my home state of Georgia as a staff member in the House of 
Representatives, and to have then served on the staff of the House Committee on Agriculture. 1 
continued to work closely with farmers, particularly soybean producers, at Gordicy Associates 
here in Washington. I also served for five years supporting the local efforts of conservation 
leaders as Chief Executive Officer of the National Association of Conserv'ation Districts. My 
combined experience in those roles taught me that our farmers and ranchers must run a sound 
business. They must understand science, innovation and mechanics - not to mention have the 
stamina to work long hours. 

Likewise, I believe that we owe agriculture a commitment to sound policy. Over the past three 
decades, I’ve witnessed how sound public policy is critical for agriculture. That was why I was 
deeply honored in 2009 to be nominated by President Obama and confirmed by this body to 
serve as Assistant Seeretary for Congressional Relations at USDA - and to be asked by Secretary 
Vilsack in 20 1 1 to serve as Chief of Staff for the Department. 1 would like to share with you 
some of the work we have accomplished and give you a sense of the wide range of priorities on 
whieh 1 hope to help the Secretary lead, if i am confirmed. 
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Since 2009 we have helped rural America to stay resilient in the face of the worst economic 
downturn since the Great Depression, the worst drought in generations, and other disasters that 
have challenged producers and communities around the country. Meanwhile, we have taken the 
beginning steps needed to revitalize the rural economy and create jobs across rural America in 
the long term. Our efforts are borne out in our record results across every area of the Department. 
Looking ahead, I am hopeful that we can build on our record accomplishments ~ and while doing 
so, build up new economic opportunity across the country. Too many in rural America are still 
left to wonder about their future. Too often, rural communities are not afforded the same 
infrastructure, capacity and opportunity as other areas. If confinned, I would hope to play a key 
role in leading USDA’s efforts to revitalize and strengthen the rural economy. 

USDA quickly and efficiently implemented programs authorized under the 2008 Farm Bill 
during my time as Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations - and over the past three 
years I have helped implement these programs in both of my roles at the Department. These 
programs have allowed USDA to provide a record number of farm loans and billions of dollars 
in disaster assistance to hundreds of thousands of farmers and ranchers. We have provided 
billions of dollars of crucial economic investment in rural America. We have expanded markets 
for U.S. exports with new trade agreements across the globe, and today U.S. agriculture remains 
in its strongest five-year period for exports in our history. USDA has also supported 
groundbreaking agricultural research as we seek to feed the world by sustainably increasing 
production. 

We can further strengthen production agriculture in the United States, and further expand 
markets abroad for quality U.S, products. If confirmed, I would work closely with Secretary 
Vilsack to support our farms and ranches - providing timely help when disaster strikes, ensuring 



29 


the availability of farm credit, and expanding agricultural research to help mitigate and adapt to 
challenges. 1 also w'ould focus on helping the Secretary, the Administration and Congress in our 
shared focus on additional international trade agreements, and efforts to break down unfair 
barriers to trade, that can further expand America’s strong agricultural export capacity. 

We have enhanced America’s conservation efforts alongside farmers and ranchers, with a record 
number of acres invested in conservation practices across the country and new tools to help 
producers mitigate risk. Having seen firsthand the commitment of America’s farmers, ranchers 
and landowners to protecting our natural resources during my time leading the NACD, 1 strongly 
believe that conservation starts on the farm. I have been pleased to help coordinate these efforts 
and ensure that USDA is working closely with all stakeholders to enhance the land and water. 

We are on the cutting edge of conservation and outdoor recreation opportunities today, 1 believe 
that we have the potential - and the responsibility - to build on our record conservation 
achievements. USDA is in a position today to help rural communities and producers lead the way 
on conservation, protect our natural resources for coming generations, and develop new 
economic opportunity through increased outdoor activities and modem forest management. 

We have supported new opportunities for producers in local and regional markets. Since 2009, 
we have seen a 67% increase in the number of farmers markets nationwide - and today, there are 
more than 220 regional food hubs in operation around the country. For example, in my home 
state of Georgia, you can find local farmers markets like the one in my own hometown. But you 
can also visit a regional food hub in Atlanta - a larger market designed to help small producers 
scale up to a broader cu.stomer base. Today, a partnership between USDA, the University of 
Georgia and the Georgia Farm Bureau is working to create even more food hubs. 
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Local and regional marketing opportunities are growing from coast to coast. Additionally, 
through efforts such as USDA’s Know Tour Farmer. Know Your Food effort, started by former 
USDA Deputy Secretary Kathleen Merrigan, the Department is helping to further grow the 
infrastructure for strong local food systems, while teaching more Americans about the business 
of agriculture. We have a chance to continue expanding marketing opportunities for those who 
are growing the ranks of agriculture - young people, immigrants, returning veterans, and more 
women than ever before. If confirmed, I would look forward to working with the many USDA 
agencies that have already helped to expand these new opportunities to create further growth. 

We can further grow the biobased economy that holds so much potential for rural America. 

Many of us here today have worked hard over the years to harness the amazing potential of 
homegrown products - for clean, renewable energy and for feedstock-based manufacturing. 
Businesses are transitioning to renewable energy sources grown here at home. More than 3,000 
American companies are producing thousands of biobased products today. This new biobased 
economy holds promise to keep people in rural America and send them to work at good jobs. I 
share Secretary Vilsack’s belief that rural America can lead the way to a new age in biobased 
product creation, and if confirmed, I would help him to make the targeted investments needed to 
do so. 

Finally, 1 am particularly proud of the work that we accomplished, together W'ith Members of this 
Committee and many others, to achieve passage of the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010, 
This has resulted in more nutritious school meals for more than 32 million children each day, 1 
worked closely with many of you on this important legislation during my time as Assistant 
Secretary, and as Chief of Staff 1 have helped to oversee its implementation. Additionally USDA 
has provided nutrition assistance to millions of Americans - from our smallest towns to our 
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biggest cities - who work hard, but have trouble providing sufficient food for their families, if 
eonfirmed, I look forward to ensuring that USDA is there to help those who need a hand up, 
especially when it comes to feeding our children, and I would seek to continue our success in 
ensuring program integrity. 

Through all of this work, I have worked to open lines of communication with our partners in 
Congress and across the country. USDA must recognize the diversity of those we serve and 
maintain strong partnerships to carry out positive results for the American people. 1 believe 
strongly in our system of government and the value of our three separate branches, and in my 
capacity as Assistant Secretary, 1 worked hard to be sure that communication between President 
Obama’s USDA and Congress was consistent, eoneise and straightforward. Our team at USDA 
must setve as a good partner to everyone we work with across the country - from Governors, to 
stakeholder organizations, to the farmers, ranchers and families we serve around the country. 
Each and every person who interacts with the Department is due the best service we can provide. 

Along these lines, 1 share Secretary Vilsack’s strong belief that we must eontinue improving eivil 
rights at USDA. Seeretary Vilsack has been elear from day one that discrimination by the 
Department is not acceptable. In the past four years, we have undertaken the creation of a new 
era of civil rights at USDA, designed to ensure that we are a modem employer and a 21*- 
Century service provider. We have taken action to correct an unfortunate past history of 
discrimination - including reaching historic settlements with African-American, Native 
American, Hispanic and Women producers who faced discrimination by USDA - and w'e have 
improved our outreach and inclusion efforts to be sure that history doesn’t repeat itself. 
Complaints by USDA customers have decreased in each of the last four years, and in FY 2013, 
the total volume of complaints filed is expected to be less than half the number received in FY 
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2009. That’s good news, but we do not intend to let up. We take this work extremely seriously. 

If confirmed, I would remain absolutely committed to strengthening civil rights at USDA. 

To carry out many of the priorities 1 have outlined today, USDA relies in large part on the Farm 
Bill. We remain eommitted to helping Congress achieve passage of a long-term, comprehensive 
Agriculture Reforni, Food and Jobs Act. I know that this Committee and the full U.S. Senate 
have worked hard with a strong bipartisan spirit on this legislation. USDA stands ready to 
implement this legislation once passed by the full Congress, and if confirmed I look forward to 
leading the implementation effort in a swift and straightforward manner. 

I appreciate the unique focus the Deputy Secretary holds related to the USDA budget. During my 
time as USDA Chief of Staff, we have worked together in a time of tight budgets to identify 
proactive savings across our Agencies, which in turn have allowed our Department to focus on 
mission critical priorities. Through USDA’s proactive Blueprint for Stronger Service effort, we 
have achieved more than $828 million in cost avoidances that are allowing USDA to continue 
delivering service to Americans, even with a tighter operating budget, I can pledge to you that if 
confimied, I would strive to constantly seek new and innovative operational practices to allow 
USDA to be mission focused during a challenging budget time. 

Madam Chairwoman and Members of the Committee, thank you for this opportunity to appear 
before you as a nominee to serve as Deputy Secretary of USDA. I hope that I have provided you 
with some useful insight for why I have devoted my life to agriculture and America’s rural 
communities, I look forward to answering any questions from the Committee. 
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U.S. Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition & Forestry 
Questions for Executive Nominees 
1 O"" Congress 

1. Basic Biographical Information 


Please provide the following information. 



Name of Position 

Date of Nomination 

Under Sccretarv for National Resources and 
Environment 

June 27. 2013 



/ Cur 



First Name 


Last Name 

Sufte 

Robert 

Farrell 

Bonnie 






Office Address 
(include street address) 


Residential Address 


(do not include street address) 


Zip: 20250 


I Street: 1400 Independence Ave., SW 


City: Middieburg 


State: VA 

Zip: 20117 

City: Washington 

state: DC 


■-i* 4^- ^ ^ Other Names Used^. \ 

First Name 

Middle Name 

Last Name 

Suffix 

i 

1 Name Used i 

From 

(MonthA^car) 
(Check box if 
estimate) 

Name Used To 
(MomliA'ear) 
(Check box if 
estimate) 




i 


F.s{ i 

a i 

Evt 






Kst 1 
'1 

Esi 
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I Check AH That Describe Your Current Situation: 


Never Married 


Separated Annulled 

□ □ 
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€hlldrm*f^ames(y:oyemlS) 



Harvard Colicjje 

College 

Duke Universily 

Uni vers ily 

Nicholas 

School 


hsx rrr.co. a.B. 1989 


I ‘HVm o 12/JW4 


fM Pre>«.« M.E.M, I 1994 









37 


3. Employment 

(A) List all of your employment activities, including unemployment and self-employment. 
If the employment activity was militaiT duty, list separate employment activity periods to 
show each change of military duty station. Do not list employment before your 18th 
birthday unless to provide a minimum of two years of employment history. 


Tvne of EraolovmeOt 
{ Act iye Station. 

National GuardyReserve, 
USpnS Commissioned Corps, 
Other Federal employment, 

: Statc Goveroroeftt (Non- 
. .Federal Employment), Self- ,, , 
employraenti Gncroploym^t^ 
Federal Contractor, Non- 
Govemment Employment 
(excluding self-employment), 

'■ Other 

FniDlovtr/ 
\MigBcd Duty 

Mo^t Recent 
Position 
Titledlank 

. ... 

I ocalion 
,C lyand 
State 
nnb) 

Date 

KmnloMnent 

Bcean 

ijli^onth/year) 
boJt if , 
>^|cstimatc) , 

Pate 

LmDtovment 

Ended 

(montfi/year) 
(checkbox if 
: esttmalel 
(check':. 

; ‘‘pr<^ht” box : 
'jfst'ilf 1 
employed) 

Non-government 

Scenic America 

Acting Policy 
Director 

Washing! 
on, DC 

tu 

j/iwa n 

Esi 

6;i9>*2 □ 

Non-governmenl 

Hnviromnenla! 

Defense Fund 

Vice- 

President. 

Land 

Conservation 
and Wildlife 

Washingl 
on, DC 

en 

!/l59S n 

Em 

4/2000 □ 

Other Federal employment 

US Department of 
Agriculture 

Senior Advisor 
to the 

Sccrciajy 

Washingt 
on, DC 

Cii 

4/20B9 

K»t 

pfctru u 





i-n 

F.M 






E»l 


(B) List any advisory, consultative, honorai'V or other part-time sers icc or positions with 
federal, state, or local governments, not listed elsewhere. 


Name ofCovernmenl 
Entity 

Name nf Position 

. Date Strvlw . ' 
Began ' < / 

(month^M) j . 

(check box »f 
estimate) 

Date Service Ended 
(month/year) (check box 
tf estimate) (check 
‘'present’* box if still 
' serving) 



t'Al 

T 




Est 

Esf Present 
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4. Honors and Awards 


List all scholarships, fellowships, honorary degrees, civilian service citations, military 
medals, academic or professional honors, honorary society memberships and any other 
special recognition for outstanding service or achievement. 

Duke University Nicholas School of the Environment, Rising Star Alumni Award, 2007 


5. Memberships 

List all memberships that you have held in professional, social, business, fraternal, 
scholarly, civic, or charitable organizations in the last 10 years. 

Unless relevant to your nomination, you do NOT need to include memberships in 
charitable organizations available to the public as a result of a tax deductible donation of 
S1,000 or less, Parent-Teacher Associations or other organizations connected to schools 
attended by your children, athletic clubs or teams, automobile support organizations (such 
as AAA), discounts clubs (such as Groupon or Sam’s Club), or affinity 
memberships/consumer clubs (such as frequent flyer memberships). 
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(C) Itemize all individual political contributions of $200 or more that you have made in the 
past five years to any individual, campaign organization, political party, political action 
committee, or similar entity. Please list each individual contribution and not the total 
amount contributed to the person or entity during the year. 


Name of Recipient 

Amount 

Year of Contribution 

Barack Obaina 

$2,500 

2012 

Tim Kaine 

$2,500 

2012 

Kentucky State Democratic Central Executive Committee 

$2,500 

2008 

Democratic Party- of Virginia 

$2,500 

2008 

William G Shafroth 

$1,000 

2008 

Burton for Loudoun County Board of Supervisors 

$2,000 

2011 

McGimsey for Loudoun County Board of Supervisors 

$2,000 

2011 

Democratic Party, Loudoun VA 

$1,500 

2011 

Baldwin for Loudoun County Board of Supervisors 

$800 

2011 

Stevens Miller for Delegate 

$750 

2011 

David Butler for delegate 

$300 

2011 

Tom Bellanca for Loudoun Comity Board Chair 

$300 

2011 

John Bell for Delegate 

$250 

2011 

Mike Kondratick for delegate 

$250 

2011 
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7. Publications 

List the titles, publishers and dates of books, articles, reports or other published materials 
that you have written, including articles published on the Internet. 


Title 

Piihlishcr 

Datefs^ of Publication 

Robert Winthrop; lessons from a 
sporting gentleman. In John Tomke, 
ed,, Legends, Leaders and 

Characters of Ducks Unlimited. 

Ducks Unlimited 

2012 

Chapter 5: Ecological 
considerations. In Nathaniel Cairolj, 
Jessica Fix and Ricardo Dayon eds., 
Comervafion and Biodiversity 
Banking 

Earlhscan 

2008 

Financing private lands: 
conservation and management 
through conservation incentives in 
the Farm Bill. In James Leavitt ed., 
From Walden to Wall Street: 

Frontiers of Conservation Finance. 

Island Press 

2008 

Program will give longleaf pine a 
figliting chance. 

Atlanta Journal-Constitution 

2006 

Feathered Friend 

The Pilot (Southern Pines, NC) 

2006 

From Cone’s Folly to Brosnan 

Forest and beyond; protecting red- 
cockaded woodpeckers on private 
lands. In Ralph Costa and Susan J. 
Daniels eds., Red-Cockaded 
Woodpecker: Road to Recovety. 

Mancock House PublisShers 

2004 

Protecting terrestrial ecosystems and 
the climate through a global carbon 
market. 

Philosophical Transactions, Royal 
Society of London 

2002 

Saving forests, earning credits 

Environmental Finance 

2001 

Counting the costs of deforestation 

Science 

2000 

The government’s green economic 
incentives 

Washington Times 

1999 

Bold plan to save rare woodpecker 
from extinction 

Mobile Register 

1999 

Endangered species mitigation 
banking; promoting recovery 
through habitat conservation 
planning under the Endangered 

The Science of the Total 

Environment, Elsevier 

1999 
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Species Act. 



Safe Harbor foes have uilerior 
motive. 

Dallas Morning News 



1998 

Safe harbor for the red-cockaded 
woodpecker 

Jounta! of Forestry 

1997 

Strategies for conservation of the 
endangered red-cockaded 
woodpecker on private lands 

Endangered Specif^ Update 

1996 

Giving animals safe harbor 

Washington Times 

1996 

Habitat trading for red-cockaded 
woodpeckers: enhancing recovery, 
reducing conflicts 

Endangered Species Update 

1996 

A market-based approach to 
conservation of the red-cockaded 
woodpecker. In Rhetl Johnson, ed.. 
Symposium on liw Economics of 
Wildlife Resources on Private 

Lands. 

Auburn University 

1996 
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8. Lobbying 

In the past ten years, have you registered as a lobbyist? If so, please indicate the state, 
federal, or local bodies with which you have registered (e.g.. House, Senate, CaUfomia 
Secretary of State). 

Yes. I was registered as a federal lobbyist in 2007. 
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I'nited States 

Office of Government Ethics 

1201 New Ydi'k Avenue, NW, Suite 500 
asinngton, DC 20fK)5-39n 


JUL - 3 2013 


The Honorable Debbie Stabenow 
Chairwoman 

Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Madam Chairwoman: 

In accordance with the Ethics in Government Act of 1978, I enclose a copy of the 
financial disclosure report filed by Robert F. Bonnie, who has been nominated by President 
Obama for the position of Under Secretary for Natural Resources and Environment, Department 
of Agriculture. 

We have reviewed the report and have obtained advice from the agency concerning any 
possible conflict in light of its functions ajid the nominee’s proposed duties. Also enclosed is an 
ethics agreement outlining the actions that the nominee will undertake to avoid conflicts of 
interest. Unless a date for compliance is indicated in the ethics agreement, the nominee must 
flilly comply within three montlis of confirmation with any action specified in the ethics 
agreement. 

Based thereon, we believe that this nominee is in compliance with applicable laws and 
regulations governing conflicts of interest. 


Sincerely, 



Deputy Director 


Enclosures 
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June 28, 2013 


Mr. Stuart Bender 

Designated Agency Ethics Official and 
Director, Office of Ethics 
U.S, Department of Agriculture 
Washington, DC 20250-0122 

Dear Mr. Bender: 

The purpose of this letter is to describe the steps that 1 will take to avoid any actual or apparent 
conflict of interest in the event that I am confirmed for the position of Under Secretary for 
Natural Resources and Environment, U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). 

As required by 18 U.S.C. § 208(a), I will not participate personally and substantially in any 
particular matter that has a direct and predictable effect on my financial interests or those of any 
other person whose interests are imputed to me, unless I first obtain a written waiver, pursuant to 
section 208(b)(1), or qualify for a regulatory exemption, pursuant to section 208(b)(2). 1 further 
understand that the interests of the following persons are imputed to me: any spouse or minor 
child of mine, any general partner of a partnership in which 1 am a limited or general partner; any 
organization in which I serve as officer, director, trustee, general partner, or employee: and any 
person or organization with which I am negotiating or have an arrangement concerning 
prospective employment. 

I will divest my holdings in the entities listed in Attachment A within 90 days of my 
confirmation. With regard to each of these entities, I will not participate personally and 
substantially in any particular matter that has a direct and predictable effect on the financial 
interests of the entity undl I have divested it, unless I first obtain a written waiver, pursuant to 18 
U.S.C. § 208(b)(1), or qualify for a regulatory exemption, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 208(b)(2), 

I have disclosed in my financial disclosure report a financial interest in the investment funds 
listed in Attachment B. However, I have not been able to obtain from the funds’ managers 
sufficient information to enable me to disclose the funds’ underlying assets in my financial 
disclosure report. Therefore, I will divest my financial interest in all of these funds listed in 
Attachment B within 90 days of my confirmation. Until I have divested each of these funds, 

I will not participate personally and substantially in any particular matter in which to my 
knowledge I have a financial interest, if the particular matter has a direct and predictable effect 
on the financial interests of the fund or its underlying assets, unless I first obtain a written 
waiver, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 208(b)(1), or qualify for a regulatory exemption, pursuant to 18 
U.S.C, § 208(b)(2). 

I understand that I may be eUgible to request a Certificate of Divestiture for the assets listed in 
Attachment A and Attachment B and that a Certificate of Divestiture is effective only if obtained 
prior to divestiture. Regardless of whether I receive a Certificate of Divestiture, I will divest 
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these assets within 90 days of my confirmation and will invest the proceeds in non-conflicting 
assets, 

If I rely on a de minimis exemption under 5 C J.R. § 2640.202 with regard to any of my financial 
interests, I will monitor the value of those interests. If the aggregate value of interests affected by 
a particular matter increases and exceeds the de minimis threshold, I will not participate in the 
particular matter, unless I first obtain a written waiver under 18 U.S.C. § 208(b)(1), 

Upon confirmation, I will resign from my positions with the entities listed in Attachment C. For 
a period of one year after my resignation from each of these entities, I will not participate 
personally and substantially in any particular matter involving specific parties in which that 
entity is a party or represents a party, unless I am first authorized to participate, pursuant to 
5 C.F.R, § 2635, 502(d). 

I understand that as an appointee I must continue to abide by the Ethics Pledge (Exec. Order No. 
13490) that I previously signed and that I will be bound by the requirements and restrictions 
therein in addition to the commitments I have made in this and any other ethics agreement. 

Finally, I have been advised that this ethics agreement will be posted publicly, consistent with 
5 U.S.C. §552, on the website of the U.S. Office of Government Ethics with other ethics 
agreements of Presidential nominees who file public financial disclosure reports. 



Robert F. Bonnie 
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ATTACHMENT A: ASSETS 


• Procter & Gamble 

• British Petroleum - BP Pic. 

• Chevron Corporation 

• Exxon Mobil Corporation 

• Royal Dutch Shell Pic. 

• General Electric 

• Cisco Systems 

• Microsoft Corporation 
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ATTACHMENT B; INVESTMENT FUNDS 


• Arcus Ventures LP 

• Blue Ridge LP 

• Blue Ridge China Partners LP 

• Blue Ridge China Partners II LP 

• Glenville Capital Partners LP 

• New River Management V LP 

• NGP Energy Partners LP 

• Pivot Point Capital LP 

• Steadfast Capital LP 

• Strategos Fund LP 

• JP Morgan Partners Global Investors LP 
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ATTACHMENT C: POSITIONS 


• Piedmont Fox Hounds 

• The Bonnie Family Foundation 

• Bonnie Management Company 

• Merlin Investments LLC 

• Edward S. Bonnie Tmst 

• 12/20/68 Trust b/o Shelby Bonnie 
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Supersedes Prior Kdiiioiis, 


OGE Form 27R (Rev. 12/20il) 
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Page Number 4 
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teporfiug Indlvklual's Nami! A j PagcNumber 5 

SCHEDULE A continued 

BONNIE ROBERT F (Use only if needed) 
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Assets and Income 

eu)c:k a 


(DC) (eiF) 1 Shares Russell 1OOO Value 
Index 

(DC) (ETF) SPDR S&P 500 ETF Trust 

(DC) (ETF) IShares Core S&P Mid Cap 

ETF 

(DC) (ETF) Vanguard MSCI Emerging 
Markets ETF 

(DC) (ETF) Vanguard MSCI Europe ETF 

(Other) Blake Land LLC - Undeveloped 

Land Hampton Cly, SC 

(Other) Summary Molding Co. LLC - 
Undeveloped Land Loudoun Cty. VA 

(J) (Other) Stonelea Stable LLC * Horse 
Racing Goshen, KY 

(Other) Blue Ridge LP - Hedge Fund New 
York, NY - see comment 
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Income: type and amount. If “None (or less than $201)” is 
checked, no other entry is needed in Block C for that item. 

BLOCK c 

G ,d ^ .Sc 

$ s 











Amount 

Other 
Income 
(Specity 
Type & 
Actual 
Amount) 










* This catcKory applies only if Die as-set/income is solely that of the filer's spouse or dependent children. If the assct/income is cHhci' that of iJic filer or jointly held 
by the filer with the spouse or dependent children, mark the other higher categories of value, as appropriate. 

000‘000‘SS -raAO 










SCHEDULE A continued 

(Use only if needed) 

000'000‘SS - 100*000*1$ 










*000*000*1$ -raAO 










000'000'TS - TOO'OOIS 




X 






000*001$ - T00‘0S$ 






X 




000*05$ ' 100‘SXS 

X 

X 

X 


X 





000*51$' 100*5$ 










000*5$ - T0S‘cS 










{K>S*Z$ - lOO'TS 










OOO'IS ' lOZS 










(lOZS ssai 40) 3UOKJ 







X 


X 

o. 

SUIEJ) 




















S3H[E.V0^ pUB 










spaapiAia 











5smx pagn^T) 










isrux 










pimj luatinsaAUi pstdaoxg 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 


X 

Valuation of Assets 
at dose of reporting period 

BLOCK B 

OOO'OOO'OSS 










OOO'OOO’OSS - TOO'OOO'SeS 










000‘000'SZS - lOO'OOO'SS 




X 






OOD'OOO'SS- lOO'OOO'TS 


x 

X 


X 

X 




*000*000' 1 S JSAO 











000'000't$'100‘00ss 

X 









000‘00ss- 100*053$ 







X 



O0O‘OS3S- lOO'OOTS 









X 

OOO'OOIS - lOO'OSS 










ooo'oss - ioo‘et$ 










ooo'sis-too'ts 










(too* IS 08*41 SS31 JO) 3UOM 










Assets and Income 

BLOCK A 


+— (Stock) IWM-Russell 2000 ETF 

+ — (Stock) IWR-Russeli Mtdeap ETF 

+— (Stock) VWO-MSCI Emerging 

Markets 

+— (Stock) SPY-S&P 600 Trust 

+— (Stock) TlP-Barciays Tips Bond Fund 

+ — (Mutual Fund) ViPSX-Vanguard 
Inflation Protected Seojrities Fund 

+— (Stock) DJP-DJ-UBS Commodity 

Index Tr Eln 

(DC) (Trust) JP Morgan Chase Bank NA 

+— (Mutual Fund) — Jpmorgan Money 
Market Fund 

HcporLing Individusi's Name 

BONNIE ROBERT F 

- 
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Income: type and amount. If “None (or less than S201)” is 
chocked, no other entry is needed in Block C for that Item. 

bi.{x;k c 

Date 

(Mo., Day, 
Yr.) 

Only If 
Honoraria 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 


Amount 

asttli 

•3 O S £.2 O 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 


000 ‘ 000 'es JaAO 










T3 

Reporting Indivicluars Name 

SCHEDULE A continued 

BONNIE ROBERT F (Use Only it needed) 

000'000‘S$ - T00‘000‘U 
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*000‘000‘IS -raAO 










■g 

000'000'lS - 100*001$ 











000‘00IS ' lOO'OSS 
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J 1 
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OOO'OSS - lOO'SIS 










000‘STS-I00‘s$ 


Q1 








ooo'ss - lOS'ZS 










OOS'eS- 100*1$ 










000‘IS - lOZS 
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{lOZS srai JO) 3U0K 
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Bi 
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Bi 

&■ 
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SUTBO IBHOBQ 










isaamui 










sapiBXoH puB 3U9H 



m 







spnspiAia 

X 


mm 








isnii pomicn'O 










isrui pwdsoxg 










punj luaunss.^uj pojdeaxg 


Bl 

Oi 

Bl 

mm 

a 

m 


mL 

Valuationof Assets 
at close of reporting period 

BLOCK B 

000'000'0£$ J^AO 










OOO'OOO'OSS - lOO'OOO'SZS 










OOO'OOO'SZS - 100'000‘SS 





IH. 

■i 

■1 



000‘000‘SS - lOO'OOO'IS 










40oa‘ooo'rs-J^»Ao 










OOO'OOO'TS ■ too'ooss . 



llllll 


HU; 



■■ 


OOO'OOSS - lOO'OSZS 










OOO'OSZS - lOO'OOTS 


m 








OOO'OOXS ' lOO'OSS 








■H 

Bi 

OOO'OSS - lOO'STS 



Bi 







OOO'StS - lOO'TS 

□1 


HI 

Bll 


Hi 

Bi 



(TOO'IS SS3| JO) 3UOH 


HH 


Hi! 


HI! 

n 

HI 

Hi 

Assets and Income 

BLfKtK A 




c 

ra 

? 

0 

E 

X 

V) 

CD - 
^ c 
"S 
■g <0 

ii 

3 CD 

s « 

1 i 
* < 

+— (Stock) SPY-S&P 500 Trust 

i- 

11 

2 

m 

tr 

li 

§ 

o 

o 

w 

+ 

J. 

3 

3 

CM 

u 

1 

i 

J? 

3 

i 

i 

UJ 

o 

Ji 

5 

■i. 

u. 

LLi 

s 

CO 

J 

< 

o 

u 

§ 

o 

J) 

s 

X 

< 

< 

d g. 

ra 

J - 

+ UJ 

z 

o 

ra 

2 

5 

a. 

<0 

O 

-p 

5>- 

3 

£> 

c 

o 

0 

Q. 

1 

1 

w 

a. 

!*5 

CO 

ct 

dX 

Q 

S 

i 

+ 


- 






r- 
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vn 

si 

1 

z 


a; 

si 

Q 3 S 










^ This category appiic.s only If the asset/incnuie Is .soiely thz« of the filer's .spouse or depeodenl cliildrcn. If the asset/income is either that of Che filer or jointly held 
by the filer with the sjwiise nr deiwnrient children, mark the other higher categones of value, as appropriate. 

Income: type and amount. If “None (or less than S20 
checked, no other entry is needed in Block C for that i 

BLOCK c 

Amount 

Other 
Income 
(Specify 
Type & 
Actual 
Atliount) 










000‘000‘SS J^AO 










SCHEDULE A continued 

(Use only if needed) 

OOO'OOOTS - T00‘000‘1$ 










*000'000T$ J3AO 










OOO'OOOTS - TOO'OOtS 










OOO'OOIS - lOO'OSS 










OOO'OSS - lOOTlS 










000‘STS - tOO'SS 










ooo'es - tO£TS 


X 



X 




X 

OOS'ZS - TOOTS 



X 



X 

X 



OOOTS-IOZS 

X 



X 




X 


(TOZS ssai JO) 3U0K 










c 

C, 

>. 

SUIBO 










lS3Jaiu{ 










saprCAOH PUB 1U3>I 










spTxapiAKI 











” 

isnjx paanerto 










3snji paidaaxH 










punj ni»uns3AUi paidsoxj 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Valuationof Assets 
at close of reporting period 

BUX'JtB 

000‘000‘0S$ -RwvO 










ooo‘ooo‘oss- lOO'OOO'SZS 










OOO'OOO'ScS - lOO’OOO'SS 










000‘000’SS - T00‘000‘T$ 










*000‘000'IS Ja-'O 










OOO'OOOTS - lOO'OOSS 










OOO'OOSS - I00‘0£2S 





X 





000‘0£3$-100‘00is 


X 







X 

OOO'OOIS - lOO'OSJ 

X 1 





irl 

X 



ooo‘oe$'io()‘<NS 



X 

X 




X 


OOO'SIS- TOO'TS 










(toots ueqi ssai 3o) suom 










Assets and Income 

bj/)c:k a 


+-- (Stock) IJH-S&P Midcap 40U 

+— (Stock) IVV-S&P 500 

(Slock) lEV-S&P Europe 350 

+— (Stock) EWC-MSCI Canada 

+— (Stock) SHM-Barclays S/T Mum Bd 

+— - (Stock) VWO-MSCI Emerging 

Markets 

■Ji 

_J 

a. 

> 

o 

+ — (Stock) VGK-MSCl European 

+ — (Stock) veSH-Vg Short-Term ETF 

Reporting indivldutil's Name 

BONNIE ROBERT F 




- 




- 

.£ 
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Income: type and amount. If “None (or less than $201)” is 
checked, no other entry is needed in Block C for that item. 

KL.OCK c 

Dale 

(Mo., Day, 
Yr.) 

Only if 
Honoraria 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 


Amount 

Other 
Income 
[Specify 
Type & 
Actual 
Amount) 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 


000‘000‘SS -raAO 











RcnorUng Individual's Name 

SCHEDULE A continued 

BONNIE ROBERT F (Use only if needed) 

(X)0‘000‘SS - I00‘0(X)‘I$ 


■1 
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♦000‘000'TS -raAO 
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as 

.ta^ 
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BB 

mm 

OOO'OSS- lOO'SXS 







m 



OOO'SIS -TOO'SS 





Em 





000‘SS - ios‘z$ 










00S‘Z$ - TOO'TS 










000‘is- I03S 












m 

'Em 



mm 

■i 



CJ 

cx 

>> 

sirnef) 

X 



m 

m 


m 

□1 

m 

isajsiui 




1 

1 





SaPIBAO^ pUB 3U9H 
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mm 



a 

mm 

BB 
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3STU1 pajdaaxg 










punj matmssAui paidaDxg 










Valuation of Assets 
at close of reporting period 

BUXKB 

■■■■EHKESa 










OOO'OOO'OSS - T00‘000'SZ$ 










000‘000‘SZS - I00‘000‘ss 

m 









000‘000‘ss - 100‘000‘TS 




BB 





X 

*000'000‘IS JSAO 










000'000'IS - lOO'OOSS 







BH 
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Hi' 

mm 





Em 
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OOO'OOTS - TOO'OSS 




















OOO’StS - 100‘XS 










(I00‘X$ JO) 










Assets and Income 

Bi.OCK A 



■a 

c 

3 

U) 

r? 

o 

X 
' "c 

J £ 

c £ 

D) o 
■D O 

a: o 
<i> g 

3 , 

c-z 

<3> . 
s: -si 

S:? 

if 

a. 

0 
c 

^ o 

A- g 
« , 
s> 

3^ 

a> 

3 z 
“ >. 

is] 

1 ™ ^ 
+ i 1 

1 

+ — (Other) Glenviile Capita! Partners LP 
Hedge Fund Greenwich, CT -see 

+--- (Other) New River Management V lP 
Private Equity Radford, VA - see comment 

0. 

VI 0) 

s 

r o 

<0 Q 

0. - 

Si 

if 

UJ -c 

Q. (S 

II 

i '^1 

“If 
i a f 
+ £ 1 

-*■— (Other) Pivot Point Capita! LP Hedge 
Fund San Francisco, CA- see comment 
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X -s 
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Income: type and amount. If “None (or less chan $201)” is 
checked, no other entry Is needed in Block C for that item. 

KLOCK. c 

« Q 

Q C ^ c a 

g - s 











C 

=1 

o 

a 

< 

other 

Income 

(Specify 

^’ypt‘ & 

Actual 

Amount) 











000‘000‘S$ JaAO 











SCHEDULE A continued 

(Use only if needed) 

OOO'OOO'SS - I00‘{X)O‘IS 











»000‘000‘T$ -raAO 
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000‘000‘I$ - lOO'OOU 











OOO'OOTS- lOO'OSS 










1 
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dl 
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§J 

u'C 
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OOO'OSS -100‘sis 










OOO'SIS - T00‘£$ 










ooo'ss - ros'zs 
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OOS’ZS - lOO'TS 
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X 





000‘I$-I07S 
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( I0c$ SS3| JO) 9UOKJ 

X 









adXx 
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Valuationof Assets 
at dose of reporting period 

BIXXXB 

OOO'OOO'OSS -raAO 
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000‘000‘SZS - 100‘000‘SS 
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X 

X 






000‘sis- lOO'IS 










( 1 00 ' IS sssi JO) auo\( 










Assets and Income 

BLOCK A 


+ — (Other) JP Morgan Partners Global 
Investors LP Private Equity New York. NY - 

SBA enmmant 

(Other Investment Vehicle) Environmental 
Defense Fund 403(b)-Uncoln Financial 

admenrs 

+-— (Mutual Fund) RTRIX-Royce Total 
Return Fund Insli Class 

+ — (Mutual Fund) BGRFX-Baron Growth 
Fund 

^ — (Mutual Fund) AMPBX-Amcap Fund 
Class B Shares 

+— (Mutual Fund) BTIEX-Dws insti Fds 
Dws Equity 500 Index Fd Class S 




RoporCujg Individual's Name 

BONNIE ROBERT F 




- 
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0 not report a transaction involving 
roperty used solely as your personal 
sidence, or a transaction solely between 

Ixedc the “Certificate of divestiture” block 
indicate sales made pursuant to a 
rtifleate of divestiture from OGE. 
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Filer Comments 

for ROBERT BONNIE 


Asset: Blue Ridge LP - Hedge Fund New York, NY - see comment 

Comment; Underlying assets are not disclosed because the fund does not disclose 

its underlying assets to investors. 1 will divest this asset if confirmed. 

Asset: Merlin Investments LLC - Investments Keswick, VA 
Comment: Business/Real Estate investments 

invested: Arcus Ventures LP Private Equity New York, NY - see comment 
Comment; Underlying assets are not disclosed because the fund does not 
disclose its underlying assets to investors. I will divest this asset if confirmed. 

Invested: Blue Ridge LP - Hedge Fund New York, NY - see comment 
Comment: Underlying assets are not disclosed because the fund does not 
disclose its underlying assets to investors. I will divest this asset if confirmed. 

Invested: Blue Ridge China Partners LP Private Equity New York, NY - see 
comment 

Comment: Underlying assets are not disclosed because the fund does not 
disclose its underlying assets to investors. I will divest this asset if confirmed. 

Invested; Blue Ridge China Partners II LP Private Equity New York, NY - see 
comment 

Comment: Underlying assets are not disclosed because the fund does not 
disclose its underlying assets to investors. I will divest this asset if confirmed. 

Invested; Glenviile Capital Partners LP Hedge Fund Greenwich, CT - see 
comment 

Comment: Underlying assets are not disclosed because the fund does not 
disclose its underlying assets to investors. I will divest this asset if confirmed. 

Invested: New River Management V LP Private Equity Radford, VA - see 
comment 

Comment: Underlying assets are not disclosed because the fund does not 
disclose its underlying assets to investors. I will divest this asset if confirmed. 

Invested: NGP Energy Partners LP Private Equity Washington, DC - see 
comment 

Comment; Underlying assets are not disclosed because the fund does not 
disclose its underlying assets to investors. I will divest this asset if confirmed. 
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Invested; Pivot Point Capital LP Hedge Fund San Francisco, CA- see 
comment 

Comment: Underlying assets are not disclosed because the fund does not 
disclose its underlying assets to investors. I will divest this asset if confirmed 

Invested: Steadfast Capital LP Hedge Fund New York, NY - see comment 
Comment: Underlying assets are not disclosed because the fund does not 
disclose its underlying assets to investors. I will divest this asset if confirmed 

Invested: Strategos Fund LP Hedge Fund New York, NY - see comment 
Comment: Underlying assets are not disclosed because the fund does not 
disclose its underlying assets to investors. I will divest this asset if confirmed 

Invested; JP Morgan Partners Global Investors LP Private Equity New York, 
NY - see comment 

Comment: Underlying assets are not disclosed because the fund does not 
disclose its underlying assets to investors. I will divest this asset if confirmed 
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My 24 , 2013 


The Honorable Debbie Stabenow 
Chairwoman 

Senate Committee of Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry 
328A Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC, 205 1 0 

Dear Madam Chairwoman: 

On June 28, 201 3, a copy of my SF-278, Executive Branch Public Financial Disclosure Report, 
required in connection with my nomination to serve as Under Secretary for Natural Resources 
and Environment at the United States Department of Agriculture was submitted to the U.S. 

Office of Government Ethics. That report contained all required financial information. 

The Ethics in Government Act of 1978, as amended, also requires that I update certain amount of 
the information reported on the SF-278, i.e., that required by section 102(a)(1)(A) of the Act, 
respecting income (other than dividends, interest, rents, and capital gains) and honoraria. The 
pui-pose of this letter is to report that .since I filed that Financial Disclosure Report there were 
changes in value to certain assets listed on Schedule A of that report. Per the Committee’s 
request, please find attached a detailed listing of those changes. 

I trust that this letter satisfies the additional applicable reporting requirements contained in the 
Ethics in Government Act. I ask this letter be included in my confidential file with the 
Committee. 


Sincerely, 



attachment 



Robert F, Bonnie 

OGE Form 278, Submitted June 28, 2013 
Changes In value to Assets Listed on Schedule A 
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Block A 
Page 1: 

Mutual Fund-JP Morgan Equity Income Fund 

(S)Cash Deposit-Savings- Middleburg Bank, Mlddlebur^, VA 

Page 2: 

Mutual Fund-JP Morgan Large Cap Growth Fund 
Mutual Fund Manning & Napier World 0pp. Fund 
Highbridge Dynamic Commodities Strategy 
Page 3: 

Mutual Fund: JP Morgan High Yield Fund 
Mutual Fund: JP Morgan Currency income Fund 
Mutual Fund: Dreyfus Laurel Emerging Mkts Debt Fund 
Mutual Fund: JP Morgan Money Market Fund 
Page 4: 

(DC)Mutual Fund; JP Morgan Equity Income Fund 
(DC) Mutual Fund: JP Morgan Money Market Fund 
Page 5; 

(DC) Mutual Fund: JP Morgan Short Duration Bond Fund 
(DC) Mutual Fund: JP Morgan Internation Currency Fund 
ETF Vanguard MSCI Emerging Markets ETF 
Page 6: 

(DC) ETF t Shares Russell 1000 Value Index 
(DC) ETF iShares Core S&P Mtdcap ETF 
(DC) ETF Vanguard MSC! Emerging Markets ETF 
Page 8; 

ETF Vanguard MSCE EAFE ETF 

ETF Vanguard Interm. Term Bond ETF 

Mutual Fund- DeutscheBank Money Market Fund 

Page 11: 

(Stock) JNJ Johnson & Johnson 
(Stock) MDT~ Medtronic 
(Stock) 2MH- Zimmer Holdings 
(Stock) RPXC- RPX Corportation 
(Stock) UTX- United Technologies Corp. 

Page 12: 

(Stock) ADP- Automatic Data Processing 
(Stock) PPG Industries 
Page 13: 

(Stock) WVO MSCI Emerging Marktets 
Mutual Fund JP Morgan Money Market Fund 
Page 14: 

(Stock) RPXC- RPX Corportation 

Mutual Fund JP Morgan Access Growth Fund 


Original Block B Value 

Blocks Value Julv 23. 2013 

100.001- 250,000 

15.001- 50,000 

50,001 - 100,000 
100,000-250,000 

100.001- 250.000 

15.001- 50,000 
15,001-50,000 

50.001- 100,000 

50.001- 100,000 

None or less than 1,001 

15,001-50,000 

15,001-50,000 

15,001-50,000 

15,001-50,000 

None or less than 1,001 
None or less than 1,001 

50.001- 100,000 

50.001- 100,000 

1,001 - 15,000 
15,001-50,000 

15.001- 50,000 

1.001- 15,000 

1,001 - 15,000 

1,001 - 15,000 
15,001-50,000 

None or less than 1,001 
None or less than 1,001 
None or less than 1,001 

1,001 - 15,000 
15,001-50,000 

1,001 - 15,000 

None or less than 1,001 
50,001 - 100,000 

None or less than 1,001 

1,000,000- 5,000,000 
100,001 - 250,000 
500,001-1,000,000 

500,001-1,000,000 

50,001 - 100,000 

1,000,000- 5,000,000 

100.001- 250,000 

1.001- 15,000 

1.001 - 15,000 

250.001 - 500,000 

500.001- 1,000,000 

250.001- 500,000 

15,001 - 50,000 

15.001- 50,000 

500.001- 1,000,000 
1,000,000-5,000,000 

15,001 - 50,000 
15,001-50,000 

50,001 - 100,000 

50,001 - 100,000 

1,000.000-5,000,000 

100,001-250,000 

500,001-1,000,000 

500,001-1,000,000 

1,001-15,000 

100,001 - 250,000 

15,001-50,000 

250,001 - 500,000 
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Date; July 23, 2013 
Robert F. Bonnie 

OGE Form 278, Submitted June 28, 2013 
Changes in value to Assets Listed on Schedule A 


Block A 
Page 15: 

(Stock) iJH S&P Midcap 400 

(Stock) 1VVS&P500 

(Stock) lEV S&P Europe 350 

(Stock) EWC- MSCI Canada 

(Stock) SHM Barclays Short Term Muni Bond 

(Stock) VWO- MSCI Emerging Marktets 

(Stock) VPL" MSCI Pacific 

(Stock) VGK- MSQ European 

(Stock) VCSH- Vanguard Short Term 

Page 16: 

Mutual Fund: JP Morgan Tax Free Money Market Fd 
Page 17: 

(Other) Pivot Point Capita! LP Hedge Fund 


Original Block B Value 

Block B Value Juiv 23, 2013 

50,001-100,000 

100,001-250,000 

100,001-250,000 

250,001-500,000 

15,001 - 50,000 

50,001- 100,000 

15,001-50,000 

None or less than 1,001 

250,001-500,000 

100,001-250,000 

50,001 - 100,000 

15,001-50,000 

50,001 - 100,000 

15,001 - 50,000 

15,001-50,000 

50,001- 100,000 

100,001-250,000 

None or less than 1,001 

1,001 - 15,000 

15,001 - 50,000 

100,001-250,000 

250,001-500,000 
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U.S. Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition & Forestry 
Questions for Executive Nominees 
lO*** Congress 

1. Basic Biographical Information 


Please provide the following information. 


Position to Which Ton Have Been Nominated 

Name of Position 

Date of NomlnalioD 

Deputy Secretary, USDA 

lane 27, 2013 


Current Legal Name 

First Name 

Middle Name i Last Name 

Suffix 

Krysta 

Laverne j Harden 




1 State: 

1 Zip: 

City: State: 

i VA 

i 22314 

WashinKton DC 


Zip: 

202S0 


Other Names Used 



First Name 

Middle Name 

Last Name 

Suffix 

ai 

II 

y.; 

Name Used 
From 

(Month/Yeai*) 
(Check box if 
estimate) 

Name Used To 
(MoothA'ear) 
(Check box if 
esiimate) 






Kst 

Est 






Cst 

Est 

p 
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Birth tear and Place 

Year ()/ Birth 

{Do not include month and day.) 

Place of Birth 

1959 

Camilla, Georgia 


Marital Status 


Check All That Describe Your Current Situation: 

Never Married Married Separated Annulled Divorced Widowed 

Q X a G_ 


Spouse’s Name 
(current spouse only) 

vSnousc’s First Name 

Snouse's Middle Name 

Soouse’s Last Name 

Spouse's 

Suffix 

Charles 

Floyd 

Hatcher 

Sr 


Spouse’s Other Names Used 
(current spouse only) 

First Name 

Middle Name 

Last Name 

.Suffix 

11 

Name Used 
Ffom 

(Month/Year) 
(Check box if 
cxirtnaic) 

Name Used To 
(Moiith/Year) 
(Check box if 
estimate) 






Est 

Est 






Est 

Est 

o. 
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Children’s Names (if over JS) 

Naffie 

\fjddte Name 

Last Name 

Suffix 

Pauline 

(Step Daughter, deceased) 

Irma 

Hatcher 


Charles 
(Step Son) 

Floyd 

Hatcher 


Jonathan 
(Step Son) 

Edward 

Hatcher 











2. Education 


List all post-secondary schools attended. 


Name of 
School 

Tvoe of School 
(yQcatinnal/’tcchnicaL''iradc school, 
coUege/university/iniHury college, 
correspondcncc/distiiftcc/exiensiofv'onlmc 
school) 

Date Regan 
School 

(inoruh'ycar) 
{check lx)x if 
estimate) 

Date Ended 
School 

(monili/year) (check 
box tf c.stimatc) 
(check “pfesent" box 
if still ift school) 

Degree 

Date 

Awarded 

Valdosta 

State 

University 

University 

l'.st 

ri 

lisl Preient 
(t.S/197S G 



University 

Of Georgia 

University 

E-tl 

E»t Present 
(Kj/{9St :::• 0 

ABJ 

1981 



i;st ^ 

Esi Present 

0 n 





Ett 

F,et Present 
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3. Employment 


(A) List all of your employment activities, including unemployment and self-employment. 
If the cmployincnf activity was military duty, list separate employment activity periods to 
show each change of military duty station. Do not list employment before your ISIIi 
birthday unless to provide a minimum of two years of employment history. 


Tvnt‘ of F.mnlovmcnt 
(Aotivc Militiir)- DtMy Station, 
National Guaixi/Kcscrve, 
USPIIS Comniissionwl Corp.s. 
Other I'edvral empioj-mont, 
Stale Government (Non* 
Federal Eiuployincnt), Sclf- 
cmploymcfil, Unefnpioynicnt, 
FedernI C'oiilrflctor. Non- 
Govcriinicnt EmploymciU 
(excluding sclf'cmpioynicnt). 

Other 

Name of Your 
EmtjJovc!/ 
Assiuned Outv 
Station 

Most Hecenf 
Position 
Tilic/RAuk 

UncRtion 
(City and 
State 
only) 

Date 

Emnlovmcnt 
Began 
(rnoiilWycaT) 
(check bo.\ if 
estimate) 

Date 

Emolovmcnt 

EnilctI 

(moiJih/yeftf) 
(chcc.k box if 
estimate) 
(check 

"present” box 
if still . 
employed) 

Federal Government 

USDA 

Chief of Staff 

Washingt 
on, DC 

01.7011 

Fsl 

PtCHcnt 

Federal GoveiTmteni 

USD A 

Assistant 
Secretary of 
Congressional 
Relations 

Washing! 

on, DC 

09/2009 

01/2011 

Non Government 

Naiiona) Association 
of Conservutior. 
Districts 

CEO 

Washing! 
on, DC 

03/2004 

05/2009 

Non Government 

Gordley Associates 

Sr Vice 

President 

Wusbingt 
on. DC 

01/1993 

03/2004 

Federal Coveriinient 

US Hou.se of 
Representative.*;, 
Commiilce on 
Agriculture 

StaffDirector, 
Subcommittee 
on Peanuts and 
Tobacco 

Washing! 
on, DC 

01/1991 

01/1993 

Federal Government 

US House of 
Representative , 

Office of 
Representative 

Charles Hatcher 

Chief of 

S!afCTrc.s.s 

Secretary, 

Legislative 

Director, LegisI 

alive Assistant, 

Receptionist 

Washingt 
on. DC 

06/1981 

01/1991 


(B) List any advisory, consultative, honoraiy or otlicr part-time service or positions with 
federal, state, or local governments, not listed elsewhere. 


Name of Oovernmeiil 
Entity 

Name of PosUion 

Date Service | 

Seeui 

(montli/ycar) j 

Dntc Service Ended 
(iiioiitli/year) (check box 
ifcslimnic) (check 
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(check box if 
ciisimate) 

“present” box ifstiJI 
serving) 




Tm Present 




Lst Present 



r-xr , 

1 

r,sf Present 


4. Honors and Awards 


List all scholarships, fellowships, honorary degrees, civilian service citations, military 
medals, academic or professional honors, honorary society memberships and any other 
special recognition for outstanding service or achievement. 

Blue Key Leadership Society, University of Georgia 


5. Memberships 

List all memberships that you have held in professional, social, business, fraternal, 
scholarly, civic, or charitable organizations in the last 10 years. 

Unless relevant to your nomination, you do NOT need to include memberships in 
charitable organizations available to the public as a result of a tax deductible donation of 
$1,000 or less, Parent-Teacher Associations or other organizations connected to schools 
attended by your children, athletic clubs or teams, automobile support organizations (such 
as AAA), discounts clubs (such as Groupon or Sam’s Club), or affinity 
memberships/consumer clubs (such as frequent flyer memberships). 


IVame of Organization 

Dates of Your Membershio 

(You may approximate.) 

Po!ttfionfs> Held 

Georgia State Society 

1981-2009 

President, 1992 

AgBusiness Club of Washington, 

DC 

1993-2009 

Treasurer, 1999 est 

American Society of Association 
Executives 

2004-2009 

Member 
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(A) Have you ever been a candidate for or been elected or appointed to a political office? 


Name of OfHce 

E lec ted/A DDoin ted/ 
Candidate Onlv 

Yearfsf Election 
Held or 
Annointment 
Made 

Term of Service 
(ifappitcabie) 

Chief of Staff , USDA 

Appointed 

2011 

Present 

Assistant Secretary for Congressional 
Relations, USDA 

Appointed 

2009 

2011 










(B) List any offices held in or services rendered to a political party or election committee 
during the last ten years that you have not listed elsewhere. 


Name of Partv/Elcctlon 
Committee 

OfRce/Ser\ ices Rendered 

Resnonsibilities 

Dates of 
Service 

Obama for President 

Volunteer 

Phone Banking 

2008 
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(C) Itemize all individual political contributions of S200 or more that you have made in the 
past five years to any individual, campaign organization, political party, political action 
committee, or similar entity. Please list each individual contribution and not the total 
amount contributed to the person or entity during the year. 


Name of Recipient 

Amoimt 

Year of Coiif ribntlon 

Obama for President 

$250 

2012 

Obama for President 

$250 

2012 

VA Democratic Party | Sif’O 

2012 

Obama for President 

$200 

2on 

Obama for President 

$250 

2008 

Hillary for President 

S250 

2008 

















! 

! 
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7. Publications 


List the titles, publishers and dates of books, articles, reports or other published materials 
that you have written, including articles published on the Internet. 


Title 

Publisher 

Datefsl of Publication 

Grill the CEO, Column 

National Association of 

Conservation Districts, News and 
Views Newsletter 

2004-2008 

Kr>'sla Clear, Column 

National A^ociation of 

Conservation Districts, News and 
View's Newsletter 

2004-2008 

Forestry Notes, Column 

National Association of 

Conservation Districts^ member and 
partners newsletter 

2009 

Loud and Clear, Column 

National Association of 

Conservation Districts, The 

Resource, Newsletter 

2009 

















— 
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8. Lobbying 

In the past ten years, have yon registered as a lobbyist? If so, please indicate the state, 
federal, or local bodies with which you have registered (e.g., House, Senate, California 
Secretary of State). 

US House of Representatives and US Senate 1997-2004 
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United States; 

Office of Government Ethics 

i2(U New York Avenue, N\XU Suite 5()«i 
Washington, DC 21)005-3917 


JUL 3 - 2013 


The Honorable Debbie Stabenow 
Chairwoman 

Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestiy 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Madam Chairwoman; 

In accordance with the Ethics in Government Act of 1978, I enclose a copy of the 
financial disclosure report filed by Krysta L. Harden, who has been nominated by President 
Obama for the position of Deputy Secretary, U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

We have reviewed the report and have obtained advice from the agency concerning any 
possible conflict in light of its functions and the nominee’s proposed duties. Also enclosed is an 
eliiics agreement outlining the actions that the nominee will undertalce to avoid conflicts of 
interest. Unless a date for compliance is indicated in the etliics agreement, the nominee must 
fully comply witliin three months of confinnation with any action specified in the ethics 
agreement. 

Based thereon, we believe that this nominee is in compliance with applicable laws and 
regulations governing conflicts of interest. 


Sincerely, 



jateS. Ley 
Deputy Director 



Enclosures 



87 


July 1,2013 


Mr, Stuart Bender 

Designated Agency Rthics Official and 
Director, Office of Etliics 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Washington, DC 20250-0122 

RE: ETHICS AGREEMENT 

Dear Mr. Bender; 

The purpose of tills letter is to explain the steps that I will take to avoid any actual or 
appai'ent conflict of interest in tlie event that I am confirmed for the position of Deputy 
Secretary for the U.S, Department of Agilculture (USDA). The steps detailed below take 
into account any potential conflicts or appearances thereof associated with this position. 

As required by 18 U.S.C. § 208(a), I will not participate personally and substantially in 
any particular matter that has a direct and predictable effect on my financial interests or 
those of any other person whose interests ai'e imputed to me, unless I fii'st obtain a wiltten 
waiver, pui'suant to section 208(b)(1), or qualify for a regulatoiy exemption, pui'suant to 
section 208(b)(2). I fuither understand that the interests of the following persons are 
imputed to me: any spouse or minor child of mine, any general partner of a partnership 
in which I am a limited or general paitner; any organization in which I seive as officer, 
dhector, tiustee, general partner, or employee; and any person or organization with which 
I am negotiating or have an an'angeinent concerning prospective employment. 

I understand that as an appointee I must contmue to abide by the Ethics Pledge (Exec. 
Order No, 13490) that I previously signed and that 1 will be bound by the requhements 
and restiictioiis therein in addition to the commitments 1 have made in this and any other 
etliics agreement, 

I have been advised that this ethics agreement will be posted publicly, consistent with 5 
U.S.C. §552, on the website of the U.S. Office of Government Ethics with other ethics 
agreements of Presidential nominees who file public financial disclosure reports. 


Sincerely, 



Krysta Harden 



OtJfi form 278 (Rsv. 09/2010) 
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1 

2 

Income: type and amount. If "None (or less than $20!)" is cheeked, 
ao other entry is needed in Block C for that item. 

BLOCK C 

Date 

/Mo.. Day. 
YrJ 

Only if 
Honoraria 

i i i 

1 i i 
i ! 1 







s 

“ 

1 

1 

< 

Other 

Income 

(Specify 

Type St 

Actual 

Amount) 

i i i 

iii! 
1^1 ! 







Reporting Individual's Name 

KrysEd Hardert SCHEDULIly A 

000‘000‘SSJWO 

1 I 1 







0-W TOjhSS' 1 W'ODII'IS 








»000‘000‘IS ■»»AO 

i i ! 







MS'OOij-'t-S MO'DOJS 

sispk;? 







000‘QOTS'TOD‘OSS 

1 1 i 







ooi»«iiS8 mi)‘ns 

iiM?: 







ooo‘si$*ioo‘ss 

i i ■< 







• WSS-flis'Kf 








OOS'gS-IOO‘lS 

'‘I t 







{Kl iS O 








(Torsnain sni40}aoo,M 

• f I 


X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

1 

, r 1 , 








rs»i»ui 

1 1 















spuapiATd 

■<1 1 1 








;fv 


SilStwKs 







s 

S 

1 

}snjx pwdaaxa 

i i i 







pon^ iQauipa 

iSfsptis: 







n 

1 s 
1 ^ 
&•? 
3 <w 

S 1 

la 

h 

Valuation of Assets 
at close of reportiog p^od 

BLOCKS 

ooo‘ooo‘os$-‘»*o 
















O00'fl00‘«$-T00‘000‘ss 
















*000‘000‘IS-«»AO 

'I'll 







IM'iWWilCRfSlSfe:*: 

sasisfes 







ooo'ooss * roo'oszs 

1 i 1 















ooo'oors-too'oss 

“( i 1 







« ’1 
la 









i| 

h 

s s 

il 

So 
5 2 

II 

X s 

g i 

aS o 
J « 

§. g 

bS 

1 ^ 
II 

OO0‘SlS-TO0‘lS 


X 


X 

X 

X. 



.’.'ilwK'.lw 







1 

1 ^ 

a 8 

a j 

M ^ 

1 

For you, yuur spouse, and dependent children, 
report each asset iteld for investment or the 
production of ineoms which had a feir market 
yalac exceeding $1,000 at the close of the report- 
ing period, or which generated more than S200 
in income during the reporting period, together 
with such income. 

For yourself, also report the source and actual 
amount of earned income exceeding $200 (other 
iliao &oin the U,S. Government). For your spouse, 
report the source hut act the amount of eam^ 
incoBK of more than $} ,000 (except report the 
actual acount of any honoraria over $200 of 
your spouse), 

Nnne 1 H 

1 1 1 
ij i 
i»i i 
i|i il 

iNI'SlI 

lilitil 

^ i Q 1 J la 
s 

t 

s 

(Mutual Fund) AWSHX American Funds 
Washington Mutual A 

(Mutual Fund) AEP6X American Funds 
EuroPacific Gr A 

(Mutual Fund) A6THX American Funds 
Growlh Fund of Amer A 

(Mutual Fund) ANWPX American Funds 
New Perspective Fund A 

(Mutual Fund) SMCWX American Funds 
Small Cap World Fund A 

(Mutual Fund) ANCFX American Funds 
Fijndamental investors A 
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rj 

iJ 

I 

>20!)" is checked. 

sl 

“1"' °l 

1 

■ 

1 

■ 

■ 

■ 

1 

1 

■ 



Other 

Income 

{Specify 

Tyre & 

AefUBi 

Araount) 












000'000‘a -RAO 



IHI 

wm 

Hi 

Hi 

Hi! 

IIB 

IHI 


fdyr-0‘i)SS'’tti[nJW 



H 




wasggg 

iiuhiiiiiIlIii 



SCHEDULE A continued 

^S6 only if needed) 

I’ncome: type and amoimL If "None (or {ess than 
no other entry is needed in Block C for that item. 

BLOCK c 

Amount 

.COO'OQO'IS JaAO 





Hi 

Hi 





1' 1 OO A. 











ODD'QOII-IQO'OSS 


iim^i 



B 

■■ 

IHi 

IHI 

IHil 

t ^ 



liili 







000*515-700*5* 


















im 


l^SSi 

005*55 - 100‘IS 


WKM 

IHI 

Ihh 

Ibh 


III^H 

mm 

IlHii 

II8«‘H1 lOlS 



H 







(TOZS aeqj ssoj jo) aaojc 




B 

B 

X 

X 

X 

X 

1 

, 1 » . » 










S 

jMjarnj 










f. 

•5JlKB»o!n p«B iKJ'tf 


n 


w 






1 1 
ll 

spuappvin 


wm 

■H 

BH 

■■ 

HH 

bh 

IBI 

bh 










wooHPM 

Wm 


jsnJi paidwxg 









■i 


iffl 



888S8888 




mm 


Valuation of Assets 
ck^B of reporting period 

BLOOCB 

C00‘000‘0ss "AO 





— 





bo&W'igS reo cti)0‘££$ 










<]00‘000‘SK • TOO‘OM‘SS 










000>4!d0^ t(iQ00b''i$ 

sm 






mm 

mm 


*ooo‘ooo'rs«AO 








rz 












ooo'oos$-ioo‘oszs 


HH 

HH 

BHi 

BBI 

BH 

I^B 


BB 

<1(1(1 CsJS <jl)‘iWlS 


H 

mg 







ooo‘oots-ioo‘oss 




X 



X 


X 


B88888»i 


ms 


mi 

ms 


m 


jl 

ll 

1 

OflO‘SlS*100‘!S 

X 







BBI 

S 











Assets and Income 

BLOCK A 


(Mutual Fund) A8NOX American Funds 

The Bond Fund of America 

Sun Life Financial Whole Ufe Policy 

(IRA) Walls Fargo (underlying assets listed 
below); 

C 

n 

1 

< 

Sg 

Q oS 

i-i 

.§ o 

It 

5 -o 

T t 

§ 

1 

s §• 

X ra 
|| 

J O 
if 

1 if 

1 

•e 

c 

a 

S 

|l 

c ^ 

^ T5 
^ ja 

B S 

rl 

— {Mutual Fund) HVABX-Amencan 

Funds Asset Allocation 

1 

e 

< 

>C 

|1 

2 c 

if 

! if 

c 

ll 
< ^ 

SI 

O 

< = 

u- s 

J ^ 

f 1 

jl 

ll 1 
it ® 

SI s 

d 5 ij; 




1 


iZj 



«> 

- 

- L 


e, 

IM 
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s ^ 

C ■' 


p 

^ ai 


€ § 

M 

|u 

£s 

““ ffl 
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g ^ 

i| 

a ® 
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Page Number 

5 

Income: type and amount. If ''None (or Ies.5 than $201)" is checked, 

DO other entry is needed in Block C for that item. 

BLOCK c 

Date 

(Mo., Dav. 
Yr.) 

Only if 
Honoraria 











3 

1 

litHl 











, " , SCHEDULE A contuiued 

KrystaHarden 

(Ugc only if needed) 

0[H»‘0[»0‘SS->MO 











•k \ s 
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My 18,2013 


The Honorable Debbie Stabenow Chairwoman 
Senate Committee of Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry 
328A Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC, 20510 

Dear Madam Chairwoman: 

On June 28, 2013, a copy of my SF-278, Executive Branch Public Financial Disclosui'e Report, 
required in coimection with my nomination to serve as Deputy Secretary for the United States 
Department of Agriculture was submitted to the U.S. Office of Government Ethics. That report 
contained all required financial infonnation. 

The Ethics in Government Act of 1978, as amended, also requires that I update certain amount of 
tlic information reported on the SF-278, i.e., that required by section 102(a)(1)(A) of the Act, 
respecting income (other than dividends, interest, rents, and capital gains) and honoraiia, to date 
which occurs not more than five days before the date of the hearing to be held by your 
Committee to consider my nomination. The heai'ing to be held on my nomination is scheduled 
for July 23, 2013. The purpose of this letter is to report that since I filed that Financial Disclosure 
Report, I earned no such income. In addition there were no substantive changes to my SF-278, 
Executive Branch Public Financial Disclosure Report from June 28, 2013. 

I trust that this letter satisfies the additional applicable reporting requhements contained in the 
Ethics in Government Act. 


Sincerely, 



Ki'ysta Harden 
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July 12, 2013 


The Honorable Debbie Stabenow 
ChairA'oman 

The Honorable Thad Cochran 
Ranking Member 

Senate Committee on Agriculture, 

Nutrition and Forestr)' 

328-A Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Chairwoman Stabenc,)w and Ranking Member Cochran: 

Ihe undersigned organi 2 ations write in support of the nomination of Robert Bonnie as the 
Undersecretar)' for Natural Resources and Environment at tbe U.S. Department of Agriculture. As 
USDA Undersecretary for Natural Resources and Environment, Mr. Bonnie will bring critical 
insight into innovative approaches to conser\^e and manage America's fai*ms, ranches and forest 
lands. 

Mr. Bonnie is a leading national expert on efforts to reward stewardship on private lands. Sendng as 
Senior Advisor to Secretary’ Vilsack for Environment and Climate since 2009, Mr. Bonnie has 
demonstrated strong leadership at USDA on decisions to conser\^c the nation's natural resources. 
Before joining USDA, Mr. Bonnie coded the Land, Water Wildlife program and directed the Center 
for Conservation Incentives at Environmental Defense Fund. For more than a decade at EDF, Mr. 
Bonnie worked collaboratively v^ith farmers, ranchers and forest landowners to develop solutions to 
protect endangered species and other resources. His leadership will also be welcome in improving 
the operations of the Nadonal Forest System. 

On behalf of our organizauons and members nationwide, we strongly encourage your favorable 
consideration of Robert Bonnie to be the next USDA Undersccrctaiy’ for Natural Resources and 
Elnvircjnment. Wc are confident that he uill advance the efforts of USDA to promote working 
landscapes along uith healthy soil, clean water and air, and abundant uildlife. We look forward to 
continuing our work uith him. 


Sincerely, 


American Bird Consciwancy 
American Forest and Paper Association 
xVmerican Farm Bureau Federation 
x\merican Farmland Trust 
American Forest Foundation 
American Forests 
American Loggers Council 
American Rivers 
American Soybean Association 
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Appalachian Mountain Club 
Audubon 

Biotechnology Industry Organization 
C2I, LLC 

Connecticut Forest and Park Association 
The Conservation Fund 
Defenders of Wildlife 
Ducks Unlimited 
Environmental Defense Fund 
Environmental Working Group 
Forest Landowners Association 
Forest Resources Association 
Hardwood Federation 

Indiana Forestt}' and Woodland Owners Association 

Iowa Environmental Council 

Izaak Walton League of America 

Louisiana Forestit' Association 

The Lyme Timber Company 

Mississippi Land Trust 

Mississippi River Corridor - Tennessee 

Mississippi River Trust 

National lUssociation of Consen-ation Districts 

National Association of State Foresters 

National Association of Wheat Growers 

National Barley Growers Association 

National Bobwhite Conservation Initiative 

National Consen-ation District Employees Association 

National Corn Growers Association 

National Cotton Council 

National Farmers Union 

National Pork Producers Council 

National Sustainable Agriculture Coalition 

National Wildlife Federation 

National Woodland Owners Association 

The Nature Consen^ancy 

New- England Forestr)- Foundation 

Northern Forest Center 

Oregon Small Woodland Association 

Pellet Fuels Institute 

Pollinator Partnership 

Rayonier 

Ruffed Grouse Societt- 

Sierra Pacific Industries 

Society of American Foresters 

Southeastern Lumber Manufacturers Association 

Southern Environmental Law Center 

Sustainable Forestty- Initiative, Inc. 

Tennessee Forestr)- Association 
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Texas Forestr}- Association 

Theodore Roosevelt Conser\'adon Partnership 

The Trust for Public Land 

Union of Concerned Scientists 

USA Rice Federation 

US Canola Association 

US Dr}’ Bean Council 

V ermont Woodlands Association 

Washington Forest Protection Association 

\X'eyerhaeuser 

W'ildlife Mississippi 


cc. Members, Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry, United States Senate 
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OUTDOOR 

INDUSTRY 


U.S. Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition & Forestry 
328A Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC, 20510 

Dear Chairwoman Stabenovv and Ranking Member Cochran: 

In light of the need for the nation to advance an economic vision for our public lands, mitigate climate 
change and find a balanced approach to resource management, Robert Bonnie is uniquely qualified to 
serve as the next Under Secretary of Natural Resources and the Environment at the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture. I write to urge your favorable consideration of his nomination for this position. 

Mr. Bonnie recognizes that our nation's public lands and natural resources support the economy, local 
communities and the people w'hose lives depend on having access to quality places to live, work and play 
in the great outdoors. Nearly half of all Americans participate in outdoor activities every year, spending 
S646 billion pursuing these activities each year and supporting more than 6.1 million sustainable 
American jobs. The Under Secretary oversees the 193 million acres of national forests and grasslands 
vital to the country's recreation economy and local communities. 

The Under Secretary is tasked with overseeing the production of goods and services from our national 
forests, the protection and preservation of natural resources on private land, and making important 
decisions that will affect the country's economy, sustainability and public lands available to future 
generations. Balancing all of these needs will require a candidate with a proven background in land 
management and a firm commitment to citizen engagement, which Mr. Bonnie has demonstrated 
throughout his extensive experience in public service and within the conservation community. 

Although the Under Secretary is sure to face some tough decisions. Mr. Bonnie’s intelligence, experience, 
relationships and passion for theses issues will ensure the conservation of the public lands and sustainable 
use of natural resources on both private and public lands - elements critical to the success of the 
Department of Agriculture as well as the recreation economy and America's overall economic recovery. 

The first Chief of the Forest Service. Gifford Pinchot, explained that the mission of the Forest Service 
was — "to provide the greatest amount of good for the greatest amount of people in the long run." As 
Under Secretary, we believe that Robert Bonnie will preserve this century-old mission and provide the 
leadership needed to ensure that both public and private lands are managed in a way that promotes the 
health of the recreation economy and all citizens who work and play in the outdoors. 

I urge you to vote to confirm Robert Bonnie as the next Under Secretary of Natural Resources and the 
Environment at the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

Sincerely, 


0 

Frank Hugelmeyer 
President 
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Society of Amefkan fbresters 

^ Grwviitgitftrrjfitt&etmt 



July 2013 


The Honorable Debbie Stabenow, Cbsirwoman 


The Honorable Thad Cocl^n, Ranking Member 


Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry ^ 

United States Senate 

328-A Russeii Senate OfTice Building 

Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Chairwoman Stabeno w and Ranking Member Cochran: . ' '' 

The Society of American Foresters (SAF), the national scientific and educational organization 
r^resenting more than 12,000 forestry professionais, stixmgly suppims the President’s nomination of 
Krys^ Hard^ as D^uty Secretary Robert Bonnie as Undersecretaiy for Natural Resources and 
Enwonment at the U.S. Department of Agriculture. SAT has full confidence that Ms Harden and Mr 
Bonnie will provide the leadership and vision necessary to improve the he^th and vitality of our nation'^ 
forests. 

Throughout his career, Mr. Bonnie has championed the importance of stakehold^ participation and 
markets for forest products as essential tools of forPSinidPAgement and co’iber\*it, O') lies', a calsng 
expert on incentive-based i^proaches to fostering and rewarding stewardship on private lands «id has 
also worked extensively to forge interagency connections with the Department of Defense to restore 
foreste on public lands. SAF believes that Mr. Bonnie’s focus on innovative and collaborative a^^noach^ 
will help USDAm^e critical st<^s to protect forests iit>m wildland fire, insects, land-use conversion, and 
other mounting threats. '' > 

Ms. Keen’s extensive experience and genuine passida^^llabcno^tf all levels will also strengthen 
USDA's efforts to ensure the heaid) and retenticn of OUT nation’s forests Through^ wt lie** career, she has 
demonstrated a fum belief in multi-party and stakehoR^ coltabor t&o n - ■ ■ c mphasijtng the imporlance of 
local leadership in the success of public pohc\ V orking mlioth tne pubhc ond p \ rfe sector she has 
earned a reputation for straightforward decision makin£,^^^dgiim^^Btfd efficient problem solving. 

Both possess the leadership qualities and integrhyslp^tfi^il^lDA promote woikmg forests and 

implement more landscape scale mar 4.LC->cnt projects Accordingly, wl^Klrpectfully ask you to approve 
the nomination of l^ta Harden as Deputy SeemSfr^iAi^j^Sert Undersecretary for Natural 

Thank you for your consideration of our request.*^ lOi^jliM^ardibeontinuing our wotk with Ms 
Harden and Mr. Bonnie. 

Sinc^ely, / I 

Executive Vice i^ident and CEO 
Society of American Foresters 


5400 Groswnor Lane I Bated., MD 20814-2198 1 (301) 897-87201 toll-ft« (866)_«97-87_2qlftx Wl)W-» I wwwMMetaB 
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July 12,2013 

Honorable Debbie Stabenow, Chairwoman 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
United States Senate 
328-A Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Honorable Thad Cochran, Ranking Member 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
United States Senate 
328-A Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C, 20510 

Dear Chairwoman Stabenow and Ranking Member Cochran: 

The undersigned organizations write to express our strong support for the nomination of 
Kry.sta Harden as Deputy Secretary at the U.S, Department of Agriculture [USDA). In her 
four years at the Department, Ms. Harden has demonstrated an in-depth understanding of 
and genuine concern for the varied interests of USDA's many constituencies. She has 
shown even-handed judgment in working with diverse stakeholders, and she has been an 
integral member of a very effective policy team at the Department. 

Ms. Harden has fully justified the confidence placed in her by the Committee and the full 
Senate when she was confirmed as Assistant Secretary of Congressional Relations in 2009. 
Her value to the Department was recognized by Secretary Vilsack when he named her as 
his Chief of Staff in 201 1. Before joining USDA, Ms. Harden served as Chief Executive 
Officer of the National Association of Conservation Districts. Previously, she represented 
the American Soybean Association in Washington and served her native state of Georgia on 
the staff of Congressman Charles Hatcher. 

We are very pleased that the President has selected Ms. Harden to serve the Administration 
and USDA's many constituents in the position of Deputy Secretary, and we look forward to 
continuing our excellent working relationship with her. 

We respectfully ask that you approve the nomination of Krysta Harden for Deputy 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

Sincerely yours. 

Agriculture Retailers Association 
American Association of Crop Insurers 
American Beverage Association 
American Coalition for Ethanol 
American Farm Bureau Federation 
American Farmland Trust 
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American Feed Industry Association 
American Forest & Paper Association 
American Forest Foundation 
American Forests 
American Horse Council 
American Loggers Council 
American Meat Association 
American Mushroom Institute 
American Sheep Industry Association 
American Society of Agronomy 
American Society for Nutrition 
American Society of Plant Biologists 
American Soybean Association 
American Sugar Alliance 
American Sugarbeet Growers Association 
American Veterinary Medical Association 
Animal Health Institute 
Audubon 

Biotechnology Industry Organization 
C2I, LLC 

California Association of Winegrape Growers 
California Grape and Tree Fruit League 
Center for Rural Affairs 
CoBank 

Congressional Hunger Center 

Connecticut Forest & Park Association 

Crop Insurance Professionals Association 

CropLife America 

Crop Science Society of America 

Defenders ofWildlife 

Ducks Unlimited 

Environmental Defense Fund 

Fair Food Network 

Farm Credit Council 

Florida Fruit and Vegetable Association 

Florida Nursery, Growers & Landscape Association 

Food Marketing Institute 

Forest Landowners Association 

Forest Resources Association 

Georgia Fruit and Vegetable Growers Association 

Georgia Poultry Federation 

Grocery Manufacturers Association 

Growth Energy 

Hardwood Federation 

Housing Assistance Council 

Indiana Forestry & Woodland Owners Association 
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Izzak Walton League of America 

KCE Public Affairs Associates 

Louisiana Forestry Association 

Mississippi Land Trust 

Mississippi River Trust 

National Association of Conservation Districts 

National Association of Federal Veterinarians 

National Association of Resource Conservation and Development Councils 

National Association of State Foresters 

National Association of Wheat Growers 

National Barley Growers Association 

National Biodiesel Board 

National Chicken Council 

National Coalition for Food and Agricultural Research 

National Corn Growers Association 

National Council of Farmer Cooperatives 

National Farmers Union 

National Grape Cooperative 

National Milk Producers Federation 

National Oilseed Processors Association 

National Potato Council 

National Renderers Association 

National Rural Association 

National Rural Electric Cooperative Association 

National Rural Water Association 

National Sorghum Producers 

National Sunflower Association 

National Turkey Federation 

National Wild Turkey Federation 

National Wildlife Federation 

National Woodland Owners Association 

New England Forestry Foundation 

NTCA-The Rural Broadband Association 

Oregon Small Woodland Association 

Pellet Fuels Institute 

Pollinator Partnership 

Produce Marketing Association 

Rain and Hail, LLC 

Rayonier 

Renewable Fuels Association 

Ruffed Grouse Society 

Snack Foods Association 

Society of American Florists 

Society of American Foresters 

Soil Science Society of America 

Southeastern Lumber Manufacturers Association 
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Southern Peanut Farmers Federation 
Southwest Council of Agribusiness 
Sunkist Growers 

Supporters of Agricultural Research 

Sustainable Forestry Initiative, Inc. 

Tennessee Forestry Association 

Texas Forestry Association 

The Lyme Timber Company 

The Nature Conservancy 

The Trust for Public Land 

United Egg Producers 

United Fresh Produce Association 

US Apple Association 

US Canola Association 

US Cattlemen's Association 

US Dry Bean Council 

US Dry Pea & Lentil Council 

US Rice Producers Association 

USA Rice Federation 

Vermont Woodlands Association 

Washington Forest Protection Association 

Western Peanut Growers Association 

Weyerhaeuser 

Wildlife Mississippi 


cc. Members, Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry, United States Senate 
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GEORGIA AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY COMMISSION FOR PEANUTS 


July 22, 2013 


4A5 Fulwood Souitvard 
P.O. Box SET 
TIfton, Georgia 31733 
Phene 22e-3e3>347Q 
PAX 229'-9BS>3501 

infoSgepainuti.corn 

wHW.gapsanuts.cDrn 


The Horwrable Debbie Stabenow 
Chairwoman 

Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 


DIRECTORS 

ARMOND MORRIS 
Chairman 
trwlnvlila, Georgia 

JOeeODDIFORD 

Vies Chapman 
Sylvania. Georgia 

RODNEY DAWSON 
TreaBorer 

Hawkinsvilis, Georgia 

DONALD CHASE 
Oglethorpe, Georgia 

TIM OURCH 
Newton, Oecrgia 


Honorable Thad Cochran 
Ranking Member 

Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

. Dear chairwoman Stabenow and Ranking Member Cochran; 

The Georgia Peanut Commission writes to express our strong support for the nomination of 
Krysta Harden as Deputy Secretary at the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). 

Ms. Harden, a native Georgian and daughter of a peanut producer, knows first-hand the 
importance of agriculture in the U S. 


In her four years at the Department, Ms. Harden has shown even-handed Judgment in working 
with diverse stakeholders. She has been an integral member of the USDA policy team. 

DON KOEHLER 

Ms. Harden has fully justified the confidence placed in her by the Committee and the full 
Senate when she was confirmed as Assistant Secretary of Congressional Relations in 2009. Her 
value to the Department was recognized by Secretary VHsack when he named her as his Chief 
of Staff in 2011. Before joining USDA, Ms. Harden filled numerous senior agricultural policy 
roles on Capitol Hill and in the private sector. 

We are very pleased that the President has selected Ms. Harden to serve the Administration 

SouUiun FcBnnt Grawurs 

and USDA's many constituents in the position of Deputy Secretary, and we look forward to 
continuing our excellent working relationship with her. 


Mvnbnr 



We respectfully ask that you approve the nomination of Krysta Harden for Deputy Secretary of 
Agriculture. 


Sincerely, 

Armond Morris ( 


Chairman 
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July 8, 2013 

The Honorable Debbie Stabenow, Chair 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

The Honorable Thad Cochran, Ranking Member 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 


Dear Chairwoman Stabenow and Ranking Member Cochran: 

We the undersigned organizations are writing in support of the President’s nomination of 
Kn'sta Harden as Deputy Secretary: at the Department of Agriculture. In our view, Harden 
has a strong grasp of food, agriculture, and rural policy issues, is a skilled coalition builder, 
and knows how to work closely with Congress. We urge you to hold a confirmation hearing 
and approve her nomination as Deputy Secretary’ as quickly as possible. 

As you know. Harden grew up on a family farm and has worked for the House Agriculture 
Comtnittee, the American Soybean Association, and the National Association of 
Conservation Districts. This background has sen-ed ber well in her roles of Chief of Staff 
and as Assistant Secretar)' of Congressional Relations at USDA during these past four years. 
In addition to these formative experiences, her openness to dialog and consensus building 
with diverse constituencies and stakeholders and her commitment to fairness helps form the 
basis for our support of her nomination. 

These are challenging times for those engaged in food and agricultural policy. We will 
continue to urge Congress to adopt a new five-year farm bill that reforms crop subsidies, 
includes full nutrition and conserv-ation funding, enhances equity and diversity, and increases 
investments in new farmers, renewable energy, rural development and job creation, local and 
regional food systems, organic farming, healthy food access, and enforcement of competitive 
markets. We uill also continue to urge Congress to repeal sequestration and end the practice 
of appropriating via continuing resolutions, raids on farm btU funding, and across-the-board 
spending reductions that are the opposite of thoughtful legislating and smart investment. 

We are hopeful the current political stalemates will come to an end this year and the job of 
Deputy Secretary' therefore wall be to help guide and manage a forward-looking set ot 
programs and reforms that move us toward 21st century' programs and policy at the 
Department. The status quo of farm bill extensions and continuing resolutions is really quite 
intolerable. In either event, however, whether the stalemate is broken or not, we believe that 
Harden wtU be an excellent member of the leadership team at USDA and will be committed 
to change and to getting the best results possible under whatever circumstances present 
themselves. We hope you agree and approve her nomination without delay. 
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Sincerely, 

Alianza Nacional de Campesinas 
Audubon 

Center for Rural Affairs 

Center for Science in the Public Interest 

Community Food & Justice Coalition 

Environmental and linergy Study Institute 

F amUyF armed . org 

Farmers Market Coalition 

The Food Trust 

Flmong National Development, Inc. 

Flousing Assistance Council 

Johns Hopkins Center for a Livable Future 

Land Stewardsliip Program 

Michael Fields Agricultural Insdtute 

National Center for Appropriate Technology 

National Latino Farmers & Ranchers Trade Association 

National Organic Coalition 

National Sustainable Agriculture Coalition 

North Carolina Associadon of Black Lawyers Land Loss Prevention Pro ject 
Organic Farming Research Foundation 
Organic Trade Association 
Roots of Change 

Rural Advancement Foundation International - USA 

Rural Advancement Fund 

Rural Coalition/ CoaUcion Rural 

Rural Development Leadership Network 

Slow Food USA 

Stonyfield Farm 

Wholesome Wave 


cc: 

Members of the Senate Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestty' Committee 

The Honorable Harr)' Reid 

The Honorable Mitch McConnell 



Ill 




Society of American Bolsters 


July 16, 2013 

'fhe Honorable Debbie Siabenow, Chairwoman 
The Honorable Thad Cochin, Ranking Menber 


Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry , 

United States Senate 

328-A Russell Semite OfBce Building ' . , ^ ^ 
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Abstract 

The Endangered Species Act has fostered considerable controversy surrounding its regulation of privately owned 
endangered species habitat. Private landowners believe that the law wrongly requires them to bear the burden of 
providing endangered species habitat on their property. At the same time, conservation of privately owned habitat is 
critical to the conservation of most endangered species. In order to resolve endangered species conflicts on private 
lands, the US Fish and Wildlife Service has been promoting the use of ‘habitat conservation plans’ which allow some 
loss of endangered species habitat in exchange for activities which minimize and mitigate for the loss, These plans 
have come under increasing criticism from environmentalists and conservation biologists who argue that the plans 
are contributing to the continued loss of endangered species habitat. This paper proposes that mitigation banking of 
endangered species habitat may provide a useful tool to resolve endangered species conflicts on private lands while 
concurrently advancing the recovery of endangered species. Mitigation banking would allow landowners seeking a 
permit to destroy endangered species habitat to mitigate the loss by buying mitigation credits from other private 
landowners who restore and/or protect suitable habitat. Mitigation banking has the potential to increase mitigation 
alternatives for the regulated community while providing a needed economic incentive for other landowners to 
restore and protect important habitats. From an ecological perspective, mitigation banking could allow for the 
exchange of fragmented habitats with little long range viability for habitats that are strategically located and can 
contribute to species’ recoveiy. The paper concludes with a discussion of several questions that need further analysis 
in considering banking of endangered species habitat. © 1999 Elsevier Science B.V. AH rights reserved. 
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1. Introduction 

For 7 years, Congressional efforts to reautho- 
rize the Endangered Species Act have languished 
amidst considerable controversy. As many species 
slip closer to extinction, environmentalists want 
to strengthen the law to give greater protection to 
endangered species’ habitats. Regulated interests, 
on the other hand, including forest industry, 
ranchers, developers, and others want to curtail 
the Act’s regulatory impact. 

This political polarization has resulted largely 
from the ESAs regulation of private lands where 
the law prohibits direct taking of endangered 
species and adverse modification of occupied 
habitats. Landowners argue that the law wrongly 
requires them to idle land that harbors listed 
species and thereby bear the expense of providing 
rare wildlife. 

This 'private lands problem’ is not merely one 
of political consequence. In fact, most species on 
the endangered .species li.st have the hulk of their 
habitat on private lands (Wilcove et al., 1996). 
Moreover, species that occur exclusively on non- 
federal lands (the majority of which arc in private 
ownership) appear to be faring considerably worse 
than species reliant on the federal land base 
CWilcove ct al., 1996), Thus, to ensure both the 
survival and recovery of endangered species and 
the political survival of the ESA, conservationists 
must address the private land conundrum. 

Increasingly, both sides, environmentalists and 
regulated interests, recognize the need for new 
approaches to the conservation of endangered 
species on private lands. There is growing support 
for incentive based approaches such as tax incen- 
tives and cost-share payments for protection of 
habitats on private lands (Keystone Center, 1995). 
Even so. Congress has yet to authorize significant 
funds for the creation of incentives for protection 
of privately owned endangered species habitat. 
Consequently, it appears conservationists may 
have to work within the confines of the current, 
albeit inadequately funded, ESA to resolve the 
problem of private lands. 

This paper will argue that mitigation banking, a 
practice that has been applied in the context of 
wetlands regulation, has the potential to resolve 


many endangered species conflicts on private 
lands. Mitigation hanking holds the promise, at 
least for some species, of giving landowners 
greater flexibility in meeting, the requirements of 
the ESA while also advancing recovery of endan- 
gered species. 


2. Habitat conservation planning 

Conflicts involving endangered species on pri- 
vate lands have prompted the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service (FWS), the agency charged with 
enforcing the ESA, to attempt to resolve such 
disputes through the ESA’s habitat conservation 
planning provisions which were added to the Act 
by Congress in 1982. Under Section 10 of the 
ESA, FWS can permit activities on private lands 
that destroy endangered species habitat in ex- 
change for the landowner undertaking a ‘habitat 
conservation plan’ (HCP) that minimizes and mit- 
igates the loss of such habitat to the ‘maximum 
extent practicable’. The habitat conservation 
planning provisions were modeled on an effort to 
resolve a dispute over protection of habitat for 
two endangered butterflies on San Bruno Moun- 
tain in San Mateo County, CA. The San Bruno 
plan allowed for the loss of some butterfly habitat 
in exchange for the permanent protection and 
management of much of the habitat on the moun- 
tain tor these species. 

From 1982 to 1992, however, few HCPs were 
enacted, in part because the planning process was 
perceived as lengthy, arduous, and expensive. 
Moreover, within the FWS there was little institu- 
tional experience regarding habitat conservation 
planning and FWS did not actively advocate HCPs 
as a solution to private lands endangered species 
conflicts (Bean et al„ 1991). That changed with 
the arrival of the Clinton Administration in 1993 
and with Secretary of Interior Bruce Babbitt’s 
promotion of HCPs as a way to resolve the pri- 
vate lands problem. Since that time, over 200 
HCPs have been approved with an equal number 
now in various stages of development. 

Those HCPs take several forms. The San Bruno 
platr, like many HCPs, allowed for the destruction 
of some habitat in exchange for the conservation 
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and management of sufficient habitat on-site to 
benefit both endangered butterflies. Regional 
HCPs approved recently in southern California 
allow destruction of habitat in exchange for the 
creation of a permanent reserve network to pro- 
tect a host of endangered and declining species. 
Another common model is to allow incidental 
take on one tract in exchange for conservation 
activities elsewhere (i.e. off-site mitigation). 

HCPs offer an opportunity not only to recon- 
cile endangered species conflicts but to address 
aspects of conservation that are not adequately 
addressed through the ESA’s prohibition against 
'taking’ endangered species habitat on private 
lands (Bean and Wilcove, 1997). While the take 
prohibition prohibits the destruction of habitat 
occupied by endangered species, it has sizable 
limitations. First, the take prohibition is often 
difficult to enforce because FWS typically has 
very limited data on the occurrence of listed 
species on private lands (Wilcove et ah, 1996). 
This is in part because the take prohibition cre- 
ates perverse incentives for landowners to sup- 
press information about the presence of species 
on their lands so as to avoid ESA regulation 
(Wilcove et al,, 1996; Polasky and Doremus, 1998). 

Moreover, 60% of all endangered species are 
threatened by either introduced species or fire 
suppression (Wilcove and Chen, in press). Ad- 
dressing these two threats on private lands will 
require active management by private landown- 
ers. Further, many species will require restoration 
of degraded habitat for their eventual recovery. 
Yet, the take prohibition requires no affirmative 
conservation actions on the part of private 
landowners — only that take be avoided. Thus, 
for species that require active management such 
as prescribed fire or restoration of native vegeta- 
tion, the take prohibition provides only partial 
comfort. 

Because HCPs require landowners to imple- 
ment a conservation plan which minimizes and 
mitigates habitat losses, the plans have the poten- 
tial to affect conservation in ways the take 
prohibition cannot. In exchange for permitted 
take of occupied habitat, HCPs can provide the 
resources for preservation, restoration, and/or 
management of declining habitats. HCPs also 


offer the opportunity to undertake proactive con- 
servation planning in order to design reserve sys- 
tems that will contribute to the conservation of 
endangered species. 

Even so, HCPs have come under increasing 
attack from environmentalists and conservation 
biologists. Environmentalists have argued that 
many HCPs and their accompanying mitigation 
have not been grounded in sound biological prin- 
ciples. This is especially troublesome to many 
environmentalists because HCPs typically grant 
landowners ‘no surprises’ assurances, pursuant to 
the FWS’s Habitat Conservation Plan Assurances 
(‘no surprises’) Rule, which provide landowners 
with a guarantee that th^ will not be required to 
undertake additional conservation measures bey- 
ond those that which they have agreed to in an 
HCP, should the plan later prove to be inade- 
quate (Kostyack, 1998). 

Another environmental criticism of HCPs has 
to do with the ESA itself. While the Act assigns 
FWS and all government agencies with a respon- 
sibility to recover endangered species, the statute 
only requires that HCPs ‘minimize and mitigate 
(habitat losses) to the maximum extent practica- 
ble.’ Furthennore, in authorizing HCPs, FWS is 
required to insure that they do not ‘jeopardize 
the continued existence’ of the target species. In 
other words, FWS is not required to insure that 
HCPs contribute to the recovery of listed species. 
Thus, HCPs have the potential to result in cont- 
inuing losses of endangered species habitat, one 
privately owned tract at a time. 


3. Endangered species mitigation banking 

Can HCPs be written in ways that address the 
concerns of environmentalists and exjnservation 
biologists by advancing recovery of listed species 
while still enlisting private landowners in habitat 
conservation planning? Mitigation banking may 
well have potential as an endangered species con- 
servation tool that is responsive to the concerns 
of both landowners and environmentalists. Most 
natural resource professionals and conservation- 
ists are familiar with mitigation banking of wet- 
lands, which involves the restoration, creation, or 
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enhancement of wetlands at one site to compen- 
sate for the filling of wetlands elsewhere. Simi- 
larly, mitigation banking of endangered species 
habitat would allow landowners to purchase miti- 
gation credits from other private landowners who 
conserve or restore strategically located habitat in 
order to fulfill the requirements of the ESAs 
HCP provisions. 

3.1. Conseivation planning under mitigaiion banking 

Prior to mitigation banking, wetland mitigation 
was done primarily on a project-by-project basis 
which resulted in tiny mitigation sites, poorly-co- 
ordinated efforts, and outright mitigation failures. 
Wetlands mitigation banking offers — according 
to its proponents — an opportunity to scale-up 
mitigation efforts to produce larger, more ecolog- 
ically valuable wetland sites.^ There are now over 
100 wetland-mitigation banks in operation and an 
equal number planned. This suggests that wetland 
mitigation has substantial appeal with the regu- 
lated community and that a viable market exists 
for wetlands mitigation banking. This is not to 
suggest that wetlands-mitigation banking does not 
have its critics. The Chesapeake Bay Foundation 
(CBF), for example, and other environmental or- 
ganizations argue that mitigation banking could 
be a useful tool in wetlands conservation but that 
it has been misused in practice (Jennings, 1997).^ 


^Much of the discussion of wetlands mitigation banking in 
this paper is drawn from ELI (1 993). 

^CBF has criticized wetlands mitigation banking on several 
fronts, including: (1) mitigation banking has not stemmed the 
continuing net loss of wetlands; (2) banking often lacks proper 
public review; and (3) credits are often sold prior to successful 
mitigation (Jennings, 1997). Note that these concerns mirror 
criticisms of endangered species HCPs (i.e, continuing de- 
cirnes of species, lack of public participation, and weak re- 
quirements for successful mitigation). Wetlands mitigation 
banking is relatively new, and, as CBF points out, can be 
improved through better implementation. Done poorly, en- 
dangered species mitigation banking will be subject to similar 
concerns voiced by CBF and to similar criticisms as are being 
voiced now by environmentalists towards HCPs generally. 
Clearly, endangered .species mitigation banking, which is just 
now being tested through a small number of HCPs, should 
build on the lessons of wetlands banking. 


Endangered species mitigation under current 
HCPs is faced with some of the same difficulties 
that plagued wetlands mitigation prior to the in- 
stitution of mitigation banking. In fact, poorly 
coordinated mitigation is perhaps a larger prob- 
lem in the context of endangered species due to 
the biogeographic considerations surrounding 
species conservation. Recovery of endangered 
species is dependent not only on the quality and 
quantity of habitat available but on the spatial 
arrangement of that habitat on the landscape. 
Endangered species mitigation sites, even if they 
receive permanent protection, may be of little 
utility if they are scattered across a landscape 
with little hope of the site’s endangered species 
population interacting with those on other lands. 
Unless mitigation sites are located in areas where 
they can contribute to larger populations, HCPs 
will not only not contribute to recovery but could 
in fact facilitate a continued loss of the species. 

Furthermore, critics of FWS have noted that 
HCPs have often exacerbated the problem. Noss 
et al. (1997, p. 34) argue that the HCP process 
has not lived up to its potential for landscape 
level conservation, and has instead been used 
typically to permit small-.scale projects to proceed: 
‘Section 10 (a) (the section of the ESA that au- 
thorizes HCPs) has become more of a permitting 
process than a mechanism for ambitious, proac- 
tive, regional conservation planning.’ Such small- 
scale plans are often done in a piece meal fashion 
making it more difficult for them to contribute to 
broader conservation objectives for the target 
species (O’Connell, 1997). 

By exchanging habitats that are isolated and/or 
have a low probability of long-term viability for 
suitable habitats that are strategically located rel- 
ative to other endangered species populations, 
mitigation banking offers an opportunity not only 
to compensate for habitat losses but to enhance 
survival prospects for listed species. A critical 
issue for establishment of mitigation banks, 
therefore, is siting. Banks should be located prox- 
imate to existing endangered species populations 
on other protected lands. Land uses surrounding 
the mitigation bank are also an issue. Locating 
banks in urbanizing areas may not be advisable in 
the case of some species since such areas may 
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become ecologically isolated due to encroaching 
development. In addition, management of habi- 
tats for species that require periodic fire, for 
example, could be difficult in urban landscapes. 
Size is another important factor for mitigation 
banks. Banks would have to be large enough on 
their own or in conjunction with adjacent pro- 
tected habitat in order to insure population(s) are 
of sufficient size to be genetically secure. 

Ideally, questions relating to the siting of miti- 
gation banks for particular species or ecosystems 
could be addressed through a conservation plan- 
ning process undertaken by the FWS and includ- 
ing experts in ecology of the focal species. It may 
also make sense to incorporate a mitigation 
banking strategy into the ESA’s recovery planning 
process for endangered species. Endangered 
species recovery plans typically designate recovery 
areas where conservation activities are to be fo- 
cused. For many endangered species, the public 
land base is insufficient in these designated recov- 
ery areas to support genetically and/or demo- 
graphically viable populations. Recovery plan- 
ning, therefore, could designate areas where pri- 
vate land mitigation banks could contribute to 
recovery. Thus, where mitigation banking is used, 
HCPs would be designed with recovery in mind. 
Moreover, in areas where broad conservation 
planning is being undertaken to examine not just 
endangered but declining species, mitigation 
banking strategies could be weaved into such 
comprehensive efforts. In such efforts, banks 
could be sited for the benefit of both listed and 
declining species. 

Of course, mitigation banking of endangered 
species habitat may not be suitable in many cases. 
In the case of wetlands, applicants for permits to 
fill a wetland are required first to seek alterna- 
tives that avoid impacts to wetlands. Secondly, 
applicants must attempt to minimize the impacts 
of the proposed project on wetlands. The out-' 
come of the avoidance and minimization of im- 
pacts then helps determine the compensation, or 
wetlands mitigation, required of the applicant 
(ELI, 1993). This ‘sequencing’ (avoidance, 
minimization, and compensation) may also be rel- 
evant to endangered species and, in many cases, 
mitigation banking may not be the preferred al- 


ternative when the landowner could instead 
minimize the impacts of a project to endangered 
species or avoid them altogether. However, in 
some cases, minimization may not be suitable 
where the affected area is already a degraded 
and/or fragmented property with little potential 
to contribute to recovery. In such instances, miti- 
gation banking may increase the species’ 
probability of persistence. 

3.2. Incentives under mitigation banking 

Proponents of wetlands mitigation banking note 
that it creates an incentive for entrepreneurs to 
invest in conservation by establishing a bank with 
credits for sale to developers seeking wetland 
permits. Given the proliferation of wetlands miti- 
gation banks, this indeed appears to be the case. 
The same would theoretically occur in endan- 
gered species conservation. At present, tliere are 
few economic benefits that accompany the pres- 
ence of endangered species on private lands. 
However, mitigation banking would allow some 
landowners to profit from restoring and/or pre- 
serving endangered species habitats. Banking 
could also help finance the activities of conserva- 
tion groups. The Nature Conservancy or other 
organizations, for example, could finance land 
acquisition, at least in part, by selling mitigation 
credits to landowners seeking incidental take 
permits. Such is already the case with wetlands- 
mitigation banking. 

The advantage of wetlands mitigation banking 
for the regulated community is that it provides 
developers with a less expensive means to satisfy 
their requirements under Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act. That is, when the alternative is 
between a development not occurring or being 
significantly scaled back and compensating for the 
wetlands loss through mitigation banking, devel- 
opers have an opportunity to reduce their Section 
404 compliance costs by purchasing mitigation 
credits for less money than the opportunity costs 
associated with reducing the scale or forgoing the 
project. Likewise, endangered species mitigation 
banking would benefit landowners seeking an in- 
cidental take permit by providing a range of miti- 
gation alternatives. In essence, the establishment 
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of designated mitigation banks would create a 
market place where landowners could ‘shop’ for 
endangered species credits. 

The price of mitigation credits is likely to be 
driven in large part by the land values at a mitiga- 
tion bank site. Since land values range dramati- 
cally from land with high development potential 
on the urban fringe to rural farmland or forest 
land, mitigation banking w'ould allow landowners 
seeking take permits to exploit divergent land 
values at different prospective bank sites to their 
advantage (Bonnie, 1996). As a result, landowners 
may be able to satisfy their ESA requirements far 
more inexpensively through mitigation banking 
than under an HCP, for example, which required 
on-site mitigation. 

Mitigation banking could also decrease the time 
and transactions costs necessary to ascertain an 
HCP and accompanying permit to take endan- 
gered species habitat. This would be the ease if 
FWS were to certify mitigation banks prior to 
their selling credits. To receive such certification, 
a bank would have to meet the siting and other 
criteria as discussed above. Certification of banks 
prior to the sale of mitigation credits would de- 
crease the regulated community’s uncertainty re- 
garding the availability of endangered .species mit- 
igation and reduce the time delay associated with 
going forward with an HCP, 

Market incentives will work to the detriment of 
endangered species if mitigation banks are not 
required to meet rigorous standards for restora- 
tion, management, and conservation of rare habi- 
tats. If some banks are able to offer low cost 
mitigation as a result of cutting corners on con- 
servation, then the market will reward poorly 
managed banks and this will harm endangered 
species conservation efforts. Therefore, it is vital 
that FWS establish and enforce strict standards 
for mitigation banks based on the conservation 
needs of the target species. 

3.3. Management of mitigation banks. 

Management is a critical issue for mitigation 
under HCPs. In the case of many species, long- 
term conservation will require active management 
in the form of restoration of native vegetation, 


removal of exotic species, periodic prescribed fire, 
and other activities. Mitigation banking would 
address these management issues by essentially 
requiring these necessary activities to be funded 
by the landowner seeking mitigation credits. As a 
result, the costs of these activities would be capi- 
talized in the price of a mitigation credit. In 
addition, the mitigation price would have to be 
large enough to insure the preservation of the site 
in perpetuity or at minimum over a long time 
horizon. 

Another management issue is the timing of 
conservation activities on mitigation banks. In the 
case of wetlands, the creation of mitigation banks 
allows wetland restoration to occur prior to the 
loss of wetlands at the site where destruction 
takes place (ELI, 1993). (CBF argues, however, 
that this is unfortunately often not the case and 
that credits are sold before mitigation has oc- 
curred [Jennings, 1997]). Similarly, the creation of 
endangered species mitigation banks should allow 
for the restoration and conservation of valuable 
habitat prior to incidental take of lusted species 
elsewhere. The advantage of this is that it allows 
biologists to in.sure the successful mitigation of 
habitat losses prior to those losses actually occur- 
ring. Where mitigation has not already been suc- 
ce.ssfully undertaken and where a landowner seeks 
an immediate incidental take permit, it may be 
possible to issue such a permit by requiring the 
permittee to post a substantial bond to cover 
additional mitigation costs should mitigation prove 
unsuccessful. 

3.4. Safe harbor and mitigation banking 

A relatively new conservation program for en- 
dangered species called the 'safe harbor’ program 
could facilitate mitigation banking of endangered 
species (Bonnie, 1997). The safe harbor program 
was designed to remove the disincentive,s to habi- 
tat restoration activities created by the ESA’s 
take prohibition. That i.s, many landowners have 
been unwilling to restore habitat for listed species 
for fear that doing so would increase their regula- 
tory liability under the ESA. 

iTie safe harbor program removes disincentives 
to habitat restoration by providing private 
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landowners with the ability to ‘undo’ habitat 
restoration. Under a safe harbor agreement, 
landowners agree to protect currently occupied 
habitat and to undertake management activities 
for the benefit of endangered species on their 
land. In return, landowners are not responsible 
for increased ESA regulations should additional 
species occupy their land as a result of their 
conservation activities. Safe harbor programs have 
now been established for endangered species in 
North Carolina, South Carolina and Texas. 

Theoretically, participants in the safe harbor 
program will restore degraded habitats and 
thereby increase populations of endangered 
species on their lands. This newly occupied habi- 
tat is not protected by the ESA’s take prohibition 
due to safe harbor protections for the landowner. 
The Environmental Defense Fund has proposed 
allowing safe harbor landowners to sell the rights 
to such habitat to landowners seeking an inciden- 
tal take permit elsewhere (Bonnie and Bean, 
1996). In selling safe harbor rights, landowners 
would agree to relinquish their safe harbor rights 
to newly occupied habitat, thereby, bringing that 
habitat under the pervue of the ESA’s take 
prohibition. In addition, landowners would agree 
to perpetual or long-term management of those 
lands for endangered species. Allowing landown- 
ers to market safe harbor rights would have the 
advantages of insuring successful mitigation prior 
to incidental take and of creating incentives for 
landowners to participate in safe harbor and, 
therefore, to restore endangered species habitat 
on their lands. 


4. Remaining questions 

There are several questions related to endan- 
gered species mitigation banking that will require 
additional thought and that maybe place- and/or 
species- (or ecosystem-) dependent, For example, 
in the case of wetland.s, mitigation banks are 
generally located in areas close to tbc wetlands 
loss. This is based on the rationale that wetlands 
provide important services such as flood control 
that need to be compensated for when wetlands 
are lost in a particular watershed (ELI, 1993). 


Local mitigation insures that these services are 
not lost within a particular watershed. While the 
protection of endangered species habitat does 
provide services such as open space preservation, 
the case for locating endangered species mitiga- 
tion banks proximate to habitat losses is not as 
strong as in the case of wetlands. Endangered 
species habitats (that are not also wetlands) ar- 
guably are less likely to provide important local 
services. Therefore, the location of endangered 
species mitigation banks should be driven less by 
where the habitat losses occur and more by where 
such banks can be located to contribute to the 
eventual recovery of the species. 

A question which is more likely to be species- 
and ecosystem- dependent, is the mitigation ratio. 
In many cases, habitats might be exchanged at a 
1:1 ratio. However, there may be arguments for 
mitigation ratios that are either greater than or 
less than 1:1. For example, where highly degraded 
habitat is exchanged for strategically located, pris- 
tine habitat, a case could be made for a ratio 
which allows less than a 1:1 ratio and, thus, a net 
loss of habitat (though an enhancement of recov- 
ery prospects). Alternatively, habitats where 
restoration activities have a lower probability of 
long-term success might require a mitigation ratio 
greater than 1:1 to compensate for the increased 
risk associated with off-site mitigation. Ulti- 
mately, the mitigation ratio should be predomi- 
nated by the needs of the species. 

A related question is the unit of measurement 
for endangered species mitigation credits. That is, 
should mitigation banks exchange habitat on an 
acre-for-acre basis or according to the number of 
species present at the site to be taken? For some 
species it may be difficult to estimate the num- 
bers of individuals to be taken and credits might, 
therefore, be measured on an acreage basis. This 
question of the proper unit of measurement is 
more complicated when mitigation banking in- 
volves more than one species. Credits might then 
be based on acreage of a particular ecosystem to 
be taken. The mitigation site would likely need to 
have the same suite of species present as the 
project site. For other species, it may be relatively 
easy to calculate precisely how many individuals 
will be taken by a landowner seeking an inciden- 
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tal take permit. The number of mitigation credits 
therefore may require that an equal number, at 
minimum, of the species be present at the mitiga- 
tion bank. 

A similar issue is whether banks could sell 
multiple credits for different species from the 
same tracts of lands. For example, a hypothetical 
mitigation bank in southern Mississippi contain- 
ing longleaf pine might sell credits for both 
threatened gopher tortoises and endangered red- 
cockaded woodpeckers, both of which inhabit the 
longleaf pine ecosystem. However, would the bank 
owner be able to sell credits for conservation 
derived from one portion of the tract for the 
tortoise and then be able to sell woodpecker 
credits to another developer for the same portion 
of the property? Doing so would reduce the con- 
servation benefits of some mitigation banks and, 
thus, is a practice that should not be allowed. 

Should mitigation banking always require 
restoration of unoccupied habitat or is preserva- 
tion of existing habitat also a suitable objective of 
a mitigation bank? For some species, preservation 
of already occupied habitat may be sufficient to 
compensate for the loss of species elsewhere, 
though doing so would result in a net Joss of 
habitat (though not necessarily of recovery 
prospects) to the species. For other species, a net 
loss of habitat may not be tolerable. Again, this 
will be a site- and/or species-dependent decision. 

This question of preservation vs. restoration 
may be particularly relevant for species where 
there are considerable knowledge gaps regarding 
their conservation biolog>’. For example, some 
species are poorly studied and ecologists are un- 
sure how to restore suitable habitat. In these 
cases, habitat preservation might be preferred 
while ecologists gain greater understanding of the 
potential of and requirements for habitat restora- 
tion. (It is important to note that all aspects of 
endangered species consei-vation are hampered 
by insufficient knowledge of species needs; de- 
signing mitigation banking is no different from 
any other conservation planning effort related to 
such species). 

Finally, a related question which needs further 
thought is whether mitigation banks might serve 


multiple purposes of providing wetlands mitiga- 
tion, endangered species mitigation and/or car- 
bon sequestration. The benefit of allowing banks 
to serve multiple purposes is that bank owners 
would have a greater incentive to restore and or 
preserve habitats. It also may allow for the pur- 
chase of some important privately owned habitats 
that would otherwise be too expensive to acquire 
without government intervention. However, al- 
lowing multiple purpose banks could also reduce 
the total acreage protected under wetlands miti- 
gation, endangered species mitigation and carbon 
sequestration. 


5. Conclusion 

Mitigation banking of endangered species habi- 
tat appears to be a proposition which holds con- 
siderable opportunity to resolve endangered 
species conflicts and address the needs of private 
landowners. However, clearly there are many 
questions that need further analysis. While this 
paper has outlined some of these issues, others 
no doubt remain. 

References 

Bean M, Fitzgerald S, O’Connell M. Reconciling conflicts 
under the Endangered Species Act: the habitat conserva- 
tion planning experience. World Wildlife Fund, Baltimore, 
MD, 1991:10P. 

Bean M, Wilcove D. The private-land problem. Conserv Biol 
1997;ll(l);l--2. 

Boruiie R. A market-based approach to conservation of the 
red-cockaded woodpecker on private lands. In: Johnson R, 
editor. Proceedings of the Symposium on Economics and 
Wildlife Resources on Private Lands, 4-7 August 1996. 
Auburn. Al. 1997; 1996:102-110 
Bonnie R. Safe harbor for the red-cockaded woodpecker. J 
For l997;95(4);17-22. 

Bonnie R, Bean M. Habitat trading for red-cockaded wood- 
peckers: enhancing recovery, reducing conflicts. Endan- 
gered Species Update 1996:13(4 and 5):7-9. 

Environmental Law Institute (ELI). Wetland mitigation 
banking. Environmental Law Institute, Washington, DC, 
1993. 

Jennings A. Testimony before the Subcommittee on Water 
Resources and Environment of the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. US House of Represen- 
tatives. lOSlh Congress, First Session. 9 December 1997. 



120 


R. Bonnie / The Science of the Total Environment 240 (1999) 11-19 


Keystone Center. The Keystone dialogue on incentives for 
private landowners to protect endangered species habitat. 
The Keystone Center, Washington, DC, 1995. 

Kostyack J. Surprise! Environ Forum 1998;15(2):19-28. 

Noss R, O’Connell M, Murphy D. The science of conservation 
planning. Washington, DC: Island Press, 1997. 

O’Connell M. Improving habitat conservation planning 
through a regional ecosystem-based approach. Endangered 
Species Update 1997;14(7 and 8):18-21. 


Polaslqf S, Doremus H. When the truth hurts: endangered 
spedes policy on private land with imperfect information. J 
Environ Econ Manage 1998;35;22-47. 

Wilcovc D, Chen L. Management costs for endangered species. 
Conservat Biol, in press. 

Wilcove D, Bean M, Bonnie R, McMillan M, Rebuilding the 
ark. Environmental Defense Fund, New York, 1996:20, 



121 


IWm THE ROYAL 

pM society 


10.1098/rsta.2002.1036 


Protecting terrestrial ecosystems and the 
climate through a global carbon market 

By Robert Bonnie, Melissa Carey and Annie Petsonk 

Environmental Defense, 1875 Connecticut Avenue NW, 

Washington, DC 20009, USA 

Published online S5 June S002 

Protecting terrestrial ecosystems through international environmental laws requires 
the development of economic mechanisms that value the Earth’s natural systems. The 
major international treaties to address ecosystem protection lack meaningful binding 
obligations and the requisite financial instruments to affect large-scale conservation. 
The Kyoto Protocol’s emissions-trading framework creates economic incentives for 
nations to reduce greenhouse-gas (GHG) emissions cost effectively. Incorporating 
GHG impacts from land-use activities into this system would create a market for 
an important ecosystem service provided by forests and agricultural lands: seques- 
tration of atmospheric carbon. This would spur conservation efforts while reducing 
the 20% of anthropogenic CO 2 emissions produced by land-use change, particularly 
tropical deforestation. The Kyoto negotiations surrounding land-use activities have 
been hampered by a lack of robust carbon inventory data. Moreover, the Protocol’s 
provisions agreed to in Kyoto made it difficult to incorporate carbon-sequestering 
land-use activities into the emissions-trading framework without undermining the 
atmospheric GHG reductions contemplated in the treaty. Subsequent negotiations 
since 1997 failed to produce a crediting system that provides meaningful incentives for 
enhanced carbon sequestration. Notably, credit for reducing rates of tropical defor- 
estation was explicitly excluded from the Protocol. Ultimately, an effective GHG 
emissions-trading framework will require full carbon accounting for all emissions and 
sequestration from terrestrial ecosystems. Improved inventory systems and capacity 
building for developing nations will, therefore, be necessary. 

Keywords; emissions trading^ carbon sequestration; environmental treaties 


1. Introduction 

This paper examines the efficacy of existing international legal frameworks to protect 
terrestrial ecosystems, analyses the Kyoto Protocol's provisions governing the atmo- 
spheric impacts of land use and suggests improvements to Kyoto’s market framework 
to further both conservation and protection of the climate. A single premise provides 
context for our entire analysis: protecting terrestrial ecosystems and the climate 
requires the development of economic institutions that value the Earth’s natural 

Ono contribution of 20 to a special Theme Issue ‘Carbon, biodiversity, conservation and income; 
an analysis of a free-raarket approach to land-use change and forestry in developing and developed 
countrisvs’. 
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systems. To be efiective, international environmental laws must create mechanisms 
to finance protection of the climate and natural ecosystems. 

We begin by examining the major international legal instruments that address 
ecosystem conservation, While we recognize the important contributions these 
treaties have made, we find in general that they lack the financial mechanisms nec- 
essary to catalyse environmental protection at a globally significant scale. "VVe then 
turn towards market mechanisms, emissions trading in particular, and its potential 
to create incentives for cost-effective environmental protection. 

We next undertake an extended discussion of the Kyoto Protocol’s emission trading 
framework and the opportunity to weave land-based carbon-sequestration activities 
into the global market for greenhouse-gas (GHG) emissions-reduction credits. Land- 
use activities, particularly emissions from tropical deforestation, are an important 
pai-t of the global carbon cycle. Including land-use activities in an international 
emissions-tradiiig framework would provide a potentially cost-effective means to 
address climate change while providing significant ancillary environmental benefits. 

The lack of robust carbon inventory data from the world’s forests and agricultural 
lands hurt efforts to structure effective land-use provisions during negotiations in 
Kyoto in 1997. While the Kyoto Protocol will, if ratified, substantially advance envi- 
ronmental protection through market institutions, its land-use provisions are prob- 
lematic. In particular, articles governing land-use activities in industrialized nations 
made it difficult in subsequent negotiations to create incentives for enhanced car- 
bon sequestration and ecosystem protection without potentially undermining the 
stringency of Kyoto’s emissions caps. 

In Bonn and Marrakech in 2001, the Parties to the Protocol agreed upon rules 
implementing most aspects of the Kyoto firamework. Broadly, the Parties preserved 
and strengthened the treaty. However, in the case of land-use activities, they failed 
to provide meaningful incentives for improved forest management in industrialized 
nations and missed a significant opportunity to use market mechanisms to address 
tropical deforestation. 

We conclude by offering three recommendations for improving the structure and 
operation of the Kyoto Protocol’s carbon-sequestration provisions. First, both indus- 
trialized and non-industrialized nations must invest in improved terrestrial carbon 
inventory systems. Second, for future commitment periods (2013 and beyond), the 
Protocol must require full carbon accounting (i.e. measurement and accounting for 
all land-based GHG emissions and sequestration) in all countries subject to emis- 
sions caps, thereby frilly integrating land-use activities into the Kyoto framework. 
Pull carbon accounting provides the most accurate accounting system, creates incen- 
tives for improved land management and will ensure that GHG emissions from loss 
and degradation of tropical forests are captured as developing countries adopt future 
emissions-reduction targets. Finally, developing countries need assistance to gain 
experience in reducing rates of deforestation while improving the livelihoods of their 
peoples before these countries can be expected to adopt emissions budgets under a 
full carbon accounting framework, 

2. International environmental treaties 

This section examines relevant provisions and programmes under the major biodiver- 
sity protection treaties, including the Convention on International Trade in Endan- 
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gered Species (CITES), the United Nations (UN) Convention on Biological Diversity 
(CBD), the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD) and the 
Ramsar Convention on Wetlands. Our purpose is to comment on their success and 
limitations in establishing international frameworks that lead to the conservation of 
natural ecosystems. 

(o) The Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species 

The 1972 UN Conference on the Human Environment, held in Stockholm, launched 
the development of a major set of international environmental instruments. Foremost 
among these was CITES, adopted in 1973. CITES regulates, monitors and limits 
commercial international trade in endangered species. When first adopted, CITES 
was quite innovative in classifying species according to their degree of vulnerability 
and rarity and in tailoring restrictions accordingly (Dean & Rowland 1997). Lyster 
(1985, p. 240) calls CITES, in which some 150 nations now participate, ‘perhaps 
the most successful of all international treaties concerned with the conservation of 
wildlife’. However, compliance with the treaty has faltered in several countries since 
the 1980s (Weiss & Jacobson 1999). 

Parties to CITES regulate wildlife trade through controls on species listed in three 
appendices to the treaty. CITES requires each Party to adopt national legislation des- 
ignating a national Management Authority, which issues permits for trade in listed 
species. CITES also requires each Party to designate a national Scientific Author- 
ity responsible for advising the Management Authority on the issuance of permits. 
Parties are required to maintain trade records and forward those annually to the 
CITES Secretariat, enabling the Secretariat to compile statistical information on the 
global volume of trade in listed species. The treaty is enforced through presentations 
of reports on alleged infractions; national authorities enhance CITES enforcement 
through cooperation with customs, police or appropriate agencies. Bean h Rowland 
(1997) note the lack of effective enforcement mechanisms and the resulting variance 
in how the treaty is implemented by different Parties. 

While CITES has made substantial contributions to the protection of wildlife, the 
treaty’s reach is necessarily limited. CITES focuses narrowly on international trade 
and, thus, on the direct taking (e.g. shooting, capturing) of endangered wildlife. 
While direct taking is an important contributor to the loss of species, the greatest 
threat to biological diversity is the destruction of habitat, particularly in species-rich 
environments such as tropical rainforests (Wilson 1992). Given its exclusive focus on 
trade, CITES has had limited impact on the conservation of habitat and hence the 
considerable loss of biodiversity attributable to habitat loss. 

(5) The UN Convention on Biological Diversity 

In 1987, the World Commission on Environment and Development released the 
Brundtland Report. Entitled ‘ Our common future’, the report emphasized the impor- 
tance of sustainable development and catalysed the 1992 UN Conference on Envi- 
ronment and Development, held in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, on the 20th anniversaiy 
of the Stockholm Conference. At Rio, nations signed not only the UN Framework 
Convention on Climate Change (FCCG), but also the CBD, negotiated under the 
auspices of the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP). Within weeks of 
the Rio summit, over 150 nations had signed the CBD and it entered into force in 
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1993. Notably, the US did not ratify the CBD, arguing that its benefit-sharing provi- 
sions jeopardized private industry’s claims to intellectual-property rights in products 
derived from ecosystems. 

The CBD has three broad objectives: to promote (1) the conservation of biodiver- 
sity, (2) the sustainable use of its components and (3) the fair and equitable sharing of 
benefits arising out of the use of genetic resources. While the CBD is legally binding 
on contracting Parties, its provisions relating to a variety of measures (c.g. impact 
assessments, establishment of protected areas, etc.) typically require Parties to talto 
actions ‘as far as possible and as appropriate’. Importantly, unlike the more narrow 
focus of CITES, the CBD explicitly recognizes and seeks to address the primary 
cause of species loss: habitat destruction (Bean & Rowland 1997). The Conference 
of the Parties (COP) to the CBD and the CBD’s Subsidiaiy Body on Scientific, 
Technical and Technological Advice (SBSTTA) develop recommendations on a wide 
range of habitats, including inland water systems, marine and coastal environments, 
agricultural systems and forests. Recommendations on biosafety have matured into 
a binding protocol on biosafety adopted by the CBD’s COP. 

Perhaps the most interest in the CBD has centred around the treatment of intel- 
lectual-property rights in bio-prospecting. Species hold great promise in provid- 
ing undiscovered compounds that could advance medical science or prove useful to 
humans in other ways. As such, conservationists have been keenly interested in the 
prospects of financing the protection of biodiversity through the sale of intellectual- 
property rights to unique genetic compounds. The CBD does not seek to create new 
property rights in biodiversity, but does seek to help guide bio-prospecting through 
advocating, for example, equitable sharing of the proceeds from the discovery of 
important natural compounds. Equity, particularly the ability of local people to 
share in the proceeds from valuable compounds, has been one of the more prevalent 
criticisms of bio-prospecting (e.g. Parry 2001). Given the range of opinions on bio- 
prospecting, the CBD has had to pursue policies that accommodate those nations 
that view trade in intellectual-property rights as part of the threat to biodiversity 
and those who view it as a potential solution (Bean & Rowland 1997). 

Whether intellectual-property rights can provide a stable and effective source of 
revenue for the creation and maintenance of protected areas remains to be seen. Var- 
ious factors will dictate whether a meaningful market emerges, leading to large-scale 
conservation, including the likelihood of finding a major marketable compound or 
set of compounds in any particular region, the extent to which the active compounds 
can be synthesized in the laboratory, their usefulness, their marketability and the 
ability to capture proceeds from bio-prospecting for conservation. While some, most 
notably Costa Rica’s INBio programme, have secured agreements with pharmaceu- 
tical companies that have yielded revenues for conservation activities, arrangements 
allowing for access to genetic resources and benefit sharing have not yet produced 
the capital necessary to affect conservation on a globally significant scale. 

Indeed, the economics of bio-prospecting may not provide the incentive necessary 
for widespread conservation. Simpson (1997) argues, for example, that, given the 
vast numbers of species and regions from which to choose, pharmaceutical compa- 
nies place a low value on protecting any single species. Because they can gain access 
to many species-rich areas, these companies have a seemingly limitless supply of 
potential compounds; in other words, they have access to many substitutes, and 
any one specific land area, therefore, has little value. Consequently, Simpson (1997) 
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argues, pharmaceutical companies have a low willingness to pay for land conserva- 
tion even if the area is species rich and threatened. This observation suggests that 
conservationists should rely on other strategies to conserve natural ecosystems and 
that, therefore, the CBD’s bio-prospecting provisions will be likely to have limited 
influence on the protection of habitat. 

(c) The UN Convention to Combat Desertification 

Desertification is an acute problem with grave human con.sequences in developing 
countries, particularly in Africa. The 1994 UNCCD uses a ‘bottora-up’ approach to 
combat desertification, on the assumption that involving people who are affected by 
desertification in decision making is most effective in addressing and mitigating the 
problem. The CCD was ratified in 1996 and now has 178 participating Parties, 

The CCD is governed by a COP, and it also works via a Committee on Science and 
Technology (CST), which advises and meets simultaneously with the COP. At the 
CST’s recommendation, the COP has established an ad hoc panel to oversee the con- 
tinuation of the process of surveying benchmarks and indicator.s, and has undertaken 
consideration of linkages between traditional knowledge and modern technology. 

Articles 4, 6, 20 and 21 of the Convention recognize the importance of financial 
mechanisms in confronting the problem, particularly since most of the countries 
affected by desertification have few resources of their own. The CCD establishes a 
Global Mechanism, whose function is to guide and channel resources to activities, 
programmes and projects combating desertification. The Mechanism is housed in 
the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD), an agency of the UN, 
is funded by the COP and seeks to leverage funds from the Global Environmental 
Facility (GEF), The World Bank, other development banks and voluntary donor 
nations. 

Given the complex nature of the problem, it may well be too eai'ly to pass judge- 
ment on the effectiveness of the CCD. The CCD has, particularly through the Global 
Mechanism, clearly focused financial resources and attention on the problem. One 
potential weakness of the CCD, however, could be its reliance on development banks, 
the GEF and other nations for funding that is in high demand from a host of other 
competing interests. 


(d) The Ramsar Convention on Wetlands 

The Convention on Wetlands, negotiated in Ramsar, Iran, in 1971, provides a 
framework for national action and international cooperation for the conservation of 
W'etlands and, as such, was the first international treaty focusing on wildlife habi- 
tat. The Convention encourages Parties to ensure the wise use of wetlands, though 
there are no associated legal obligations to do so. The Poi'ties meet periodically to 
establish a Convention work plan and to review wetland conservation efforts. Most 
importantly, the Ramsar- treaty establishes the List of Wetlands of International 
Importance (the ‘Ramsar list’). Parties commit to designate at least one wetland to 
the list and to ensure the maintenance of the ecological character of each listed site. 
One hundred and thirty nations are Party to the treaty and over 1100 sites covering 
almost 88 million hectares have been included on the Ramsar list. Criteria for listing 
include, inter alia, the presence of rare species, important wildlife populations and 
unique wetland t 3 y)es. 
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A wetland’s inclusion on the Ramsar list may boost efforts to protect it. Lyster 
(1985) provides several examples of wetlands whose status on the Ramsar list 
increased the political pressure for national action to conserve the sites. Other listed 
wetlands have not fared so well. Indeed, Ramsar includes no binding obligation to 
protect any listed site, Further, it contains no financial mechanism to fund conserva- 
tion, the absence of which may make it particularly difficult for developing countries 
to conserve listed wetlands (Lyster 1985). Such a mechanism might also help to 
finance protection of wetlands in industrialized nations where opportunity costs of 
conservation are high. 

At the eighth meeting of the Conference of the Ramsar Parties, to be held in 
Spain in November 2002, the Parties will consider, among other things, the use of 
economic incentives to protect w'etlands. However, it appears likely that the confer- 
ence will merely encourage Parties to adopt domestic incentive measures for wetlands 
conservation and to reiterate the need to repeal perverse incentives that encourage 
the destruction of wetlands (Ramsar Convention on Wetlands 2002). Thus Ramsar’s 
most significant contribution to wetlands protection will continue to be focusing inter- 
national attention on the importance of particular recognized sites. In the absence 
of legal obligations or comprehensive financing, such an approach will be limited in 
its effect. 


(e) Towards a market for ecosystem services 

CITES, CBD, CCD and Ramsar have each been successful in creating international 
institutions and, in some cases, bolstering national efforts to protect biodiversity and 
natural resources. However, these treaties suffer from a lack of binding obligations 
(CITES excepted), and from the absence of meaningful funding mechanisms. Of 
the four treaties discussed, the CBD, though we are pessimistic about its potential 
to effect significant conservation, is instructive in two important ways. First, while 
bio-prospecting is unlikely to steer substantial financial resources towards ecosystem 
protection, the CBD is daring in its effort to harness (or, at least, to help direct) 
private capital for conservation. Governments in industrialized nations will continue 
to fund environmental protection in varying degrees, but the potential of private 
businesses to do the same, particularly in the developing world, could be enormously 
important. 

Second, the CBD’s provisions related to genetic resources acknowledge the value 
of the unique services, in this case useful chemical compounds, provided to humans 
by natural systems. There is growing interest in valuing, through market mecha- 
nisms, the services provided by natural ecosystems, and there are many emerging 
applications of market solutions, including trade in water rights to benefit rare fish 
(Willey 1992), banking of endangered species habitat (Bonnie 1997) and certification 
of sustainably grown wood products. Likewise, in the context of GHG emissions, the 
creation of property rights in the form of these tradable commodities could poten- 
tially provide financial incentives for the conservation and improved management of 
ecosystems at a globally significant scale. 

3. Emissions trading: theory and practice 

In 1990, the US began what amounted to a large-scale experiment with emissions 
trading, a concept that economists had discussed for years, but which was largely 
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untested. The acid-rain programme, Title IV of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 
1990, employed for the first time a cap-and-trade framework to halve sulphur dioxide 
emissions over a large geographic region. 

While a traditional command and control regulatory approach mandates particular 
emission reductions by each source or use of a particular pollution control technol- 
ogy, emissions trading mandates only a fixed limit on aggi-egatc emissions by the 
regulated sector. Under a cap-and-trade system, each unit of allowable emissions 
is associated with a permit, or allowance, that authorizes the bearer to emit that 
unit of emissions. Individual sources may buy or sell these emission allowances, but 
must tender for compliance allowances equal to their actual emissions. If a source 
can reduce emissions below its cap, then the surplus reductions may be banked or 
sold to another source, thereby creating economic incentives for surplus emissions 
reductions. 

Similarly, under the Title IV system, the US Congress set a cap on sulphur dioxide 
emissions, allocated allowances to utilities on the basis of historic emissions, required 
utilities to possess one allowance for each ton of sulphur dioxide emitted each year 
and allowed them to buy, sell or bank allowances. If a utility’s emissions exceed 
the number of allowances held, a stiff penalty of more than $2000 per ton of excess 
emissions is imposed, and the utility must surrender allowances equal to the number 
of tons of excess emissions (USEPA 2001a). The programme has resulted in 100% 
compliance and, through 1999, has seen an average of 22% over-compliance due to 
the banking provisions, resulting in greater emissions reductions than legally required 
(USEPA 2001b; Swift 2000). Allowance prices have averaged approximately $150 per 
ton (USEPA 20015; Swift 2000; Ellerman et al. 2000), well below anticipated costs 
of $300-$1000 per- ton (Hahn & May 1994). 

Three critical elements of the Title IV programme account, in large part, for its 
success. First, the programme specifies a memdatory (‘hard’) cap on emissions in 
the regulated sector. Alternatives such as rate-based emissions caps, for example, or 
caps on emissions that limit the price of allowances will typically allow emissions 
to rise indefinitely into the future (Weitzman 1974; Daumol & Oates 1988). Second, 
emission units must be fully fungible and bankable into the future. If allowances 
cannot be banked for future use, businesses will seek to use all of them before they 
expire, thereby increasing actual emissions. With banking, however, sources have a 
strong economic incentive to reduce emissions below the level needed for compli- 
ance (Ellerman et al. 1997, 2000). Third, any legitimate cap-and-trade system must 
contain provisions to ensure strict compliance with the cap, including transparent 
measurement and reporting of emissions and penalties that are sufficiently high so 
that sources do not opt to exceed the cap and simply accept the penalty or fine 
associated with non-compliance (Ellerman et al. 1997, 2000; Swift 2000). 

4. The Kyoto Protocol and emissions trading 

The Kyoto Protocol places legally binding limits or caps on the emissions of six 
GHGs from 31 industrialized nations for the five-year period 2008-2012 (UNFCCC 
COP 1997). Nations with emissions caps are listed in Annex B of the Protocol and 
are frequently referred to as ‘Annex-B Parties’. The Protocol implements its legally 
binding commitments by issuing Annex-B Parties emissions budgets denominated 
in ‘assigned amounts’ of GHG emissions allowances for the five-year period. These 
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budgets are calculated from the baseline of the nations’ GHG emissions in 1990. For 
example, under the Protocol, member states of the European Union adopted emis- 
sions budgets for the 2008-2012 period at levels 8% less than their 1990 emissions. 
The Russian Federation adopted an emissions budget set at a level equal to its 1990 
emissions. Annex-B Parties are required to ensure that their actual emissions do 
not exceed their emissions budgets. In the 2001 Marrakech Accords, the Parties sig- 
nalled their intent to require that any Party exceeding its emissions budget at the end 
of 2012 must surrender emissions allowances in the next commitment period in an 
aniount equal to excess emissions multiplied by a factor of 1.3 (UNFCCC COP 2001). 

The Protocol includes four market-based mechanisms that may be used by nations 
to meet their emissions caps during the compliance period: emissions trading among 
nations with emissions caps, joint investment projects in nations with caps, reduc- 
tions from joint investment projects in uncapped nations through the Protocol’s 
Clean Development Mechanism (CDM), and reallocation of targets among groups 
of nations (UNFCCC COP 1997). Using these mechani.sm9, a nation with a cap 
on emissions may meet the requirements of the Kyoto Protocol in several different 
ways: it may adjust its emissions cap up or down by trading units of the cap with 
another capped nation (international emissions trading and reallocation of targets), 
by undertaking a project with another capped nation to reduce emissions within 
that nation’s borders (joint implementation), or by undertaking a project to reduce 
emissions in an uncapped nation below what would have otherwise occurred (CDAI). 

The Kyoto Protocol also includes provisions for the inclusion of GHG emissions 
and sequestration from land-use activities in its emissions-trading framework. Before 
we turn to an explanation of those provisions, we first explain the rationale for 
including land-use activities in an international treaty addressing climate change. We 
then address the challenges of mcorporating land-use activities in a GHG emissions- 
trading framework. Only then do we turn to the treatment of land-use activities in 
the Protocol. 


5. Valuing the ecosystem services of forests 
(a) Global carbon cycle 

Land-use activities, and the management of forests in particular, have a signifi- 
cant effect on concentrations of GHGs in the atmosphere. Terrestrial ecosystems are 
estimated to provide a sink (or flux out of the atmosphere) of 2.3 ± 1.3 GtC yr~^ 
(IPCC 2000). A significant proportion of this carbon sink resiilt.s from the regrowth 
of forests in the Northern Hemisphere (Caspersen et al. 2000). Emissions from land- 
use activities, primarily tropical deforestation, on the other hand, are estimated to 
be 1.6 ± 0.8 GtC yr-^ (IPCC 2000). 

When tropical forests are clearcut, burned or destroyed, a significant proportion of 
the carbon stored in leaves, wood and soils is emitted into the atmosphere as carbon 
dioxide. Globally, 14.2 million hectares of tropical forest are lost annually (Food and 
Agricultural Organization of the United Nations 2001). Using IPCC data, emissions 
from land-use change, primarily tropical deforestation, comprise co. 20% of total 
anthropogenic carbon dioxide emissions, and are comparable to CO 2 emissions from 
fossil- fuel combustion in the US, the world’s largest emitter of GHGs (figure 1). 

The contribution of tropical deforestation to climate change is equally dramatic 
wdien compared with the contributions from combustion of petroleum, coal and nat- 


Phil. TYans. R. Soc. Land. A (2002) 



129 


Protecting the environment through a carbon market 


]600 
o I 1200 

I'l 

2 Z 800 

d 5- 

f o o 

400 

L> 

0 

deforestation 

Figure 1. Comparison of mean annual deforestation emissions (1989"1995) to fossil-fuel 
emissions from major emitting countries (1995). Source: UNEP (1996); IPCC (2000). 
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Figure 2. Comparison of mean annual deforestation emissions (1989-1995) to emissions from 
petroleum, natural gas and coal (1990-1999). Source; IPCC (2000); US Department of Energy 
(1999). 

ural gas (figure 2). Thus addressing tropical deforestation must be fundamental com- 
ponent of an effective international climate policy. 

(6) Ecosystem services provided by terrestrial ecosystems 

Terrestrial ecosystems provide enormous benefits to society (Costanza et at. 1997), 
including carbon sequestration, watershed protection, erosion control, biodiversity 
conservation and others. Yet the traditional marketplace has typically proven inad- 
equate at valuing ecosystem services (Bonnie et al. 2000). For example, forestlands 
typically have market values for the production of wood products or for the supply 
of potential agricultural land. Capturing these values requires harvesting timber or 
converting the forest to cropland or rangeland, both of which diminish at least some 
of the ecosystem services otherwise produced. Because markets do not yet broadly 
exist for ecosystem services, forest owners are often unable to reap financial rewards 
from conservation activities or non-consumptive uses of forests. 

Creating a marketable value for the GHG benefits of standing forests would pro- 
vide a potentially powerful incentive for forest protection. Further, in many ecosys- 
tems, valuing GHG benefits would serve as a useful proxy for the other ecosystem 
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services produced by the ecosystem. Protecting carbon stores in mature tropical rain- 
forests, for example, simultaneously protects a diversity of wildlife species that use 
the rainforest. Kremen et al. (2000) demonstrated that if monetary compensation 
were given for reduced carbon emissions from curtailed deforestation in Madagas- 
car, forest preservation would become a financially profitable endeavour for that 
country relative to timber harvest. Other non-forest-carbon-sequestration activities 
such as grassland restoration and conservation-tillage practices can increase carbon 
stocks while also providing ancillary environmental benefits such as erosion control 
and wildlife conservation, GHG emissioiis-trading systems that incorporate land-use 
activities have the potential to alter the way ecosystems are valued in a potentially 
significant way. 

Many potential participants in such a market have already begun to explore oppor- 
tunities for purchasing GHG offsets in the land-use sector. BP, American Electric 
Power and other companies, in partnership with The Nature Conservancy (anNGO), 
have invested approximately $10 million in a project to preserve 600000 hectares of 
Bolivian rainforest. The project is anticipated to provide substantial GHG emissions 
reductions through reduced rates of deforestation in the region. In the US Mississippi 
River Delta, electric utilities have funded reforestation and permanent retirement of 
marginal agricultural lands, providing atmospheric benefits, improved water quality 
and enhanced wildlife habitat, including for the Louisiana black bear {Ursus amer- 
icanus luteolus), a threatened species. McCarl & Schneider (2001) examined the 
potential of US farmer,? to respond to a market for carbon-sequestration credits. At 
a price of $50 per tonne of carbon, farmers would in time produce over 150 million 
tonnes of carbon equivalent in annual sequestration through changes in cropping 
practices, reforestation of cropland and other activities. 

While carbon-sequestration activities generally provide substantial ancillary envi- 
ronmental benefits, there are instances where such activities may result in undesir- 
able land-use practices. Poorly designed sequestration rules, for example, could allow 
for the ‘off-book’ liquidation of mature forests, with resulting emissions being unac- 
counted for, and then ‘on-book’ replacement, for credit, with younger trees. This 
threat, however, is easily solvable with rules that require establishment of carbon 
stock baselines based on historic data prior to forest liquidation. 

A more difficult issue relates to fire-adapted ecosystems. Fire suppression in such 
ecosystems can increase carbon stores in the short term through an increase in a 
forest’s shrub layer. However, fii-e suppre.ssion appears to be a very risky medium- 
to long-term sequestration strategy, as it increases the odds of catastrophic fires and 
the resultant significant GHG emissions. Nonetheless, the effect of carbon crediting 
on fire-adapted ecosystems bears watching. 

Socio-economic issues are also an important consideration in the establishment 
of carbon marlcets, particularly in developing countries where land tenure regimes 
may be ill defined. Without appropriate safeguards, local residents may not benefit 
financially from market transactions. As with bio-prospecting, equity is an impor- 
tant issue both from an ethical standpoint and a practical one as support from local 
populations is important to ensure that conservation measures are enduring. With 
appropriate safeguards to protect land tenure of local people, however, local popu- 
lations could stand to gain significantly from a carbon market. 

The additional non-atmospheric benefits associated with carbon-sequestration 
activities tend to be quite positive. Emissions trading offers the possibility of placing 
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a marketable value on the ecosystem services provided by improved land-use prac- 
tices, thereby creating incentives for the conservation of biodiversity, watersheds and 
soils. 


6. Incorporating land-use activities in 
an emissions-trading framework 

While there is a compelling environmental rationale for the inclusion of land-use 
activities in a GHG emissions-trading framework, two fundamental issues must still 
be addressed. First, can carbon stock changes in forests, vegetation and soils be 
accurately measm’ed? Second, are credits produced in the land sector fully fungible 
with emissions-reduction credits produced through other means? 

Land-based carbon stocks can be measured through statistical analyses of direct 
measurements in forests, vegetation and soils. In forest projects, measurement costs 
have been reported as low as $0.28 per tonne of carbon with precision levels greater 
than 95% (Kadyszewski 2001). However, many countries do not currently have a 
nationwide measm’ement system with the precision necessary to provide for emis- 
sions trading. While project-based activities are still an option, the absence of com- 
prehensive, national carbon-measurement systems in many countries remain a signif- 
icant obstacle to fully incorporating land-use activities in an international emissions- 
trading systems. 

For a market to operate effectively, carbon-sequestration credits must not only 
be measurable, they must also be fungible wth credits produced in other sectors 
of the economy. During the negotiations surrounding inclusion of land-use activi- 
ties in the Kyoto Protocol, the question of fungibility was intensely debated, and 
centred largely on the reversibility, or so-c£illed permanence, of carbon stocks. The 
IPCC notes that ‘enhancement of carbon stocks resulting from land use, land- 
use change and forestry activities is potentially reversible through human activi- 
ties, disturbances, or environmental change, including climate change’ (IPCC 2000, 
p. 9). 

The potential reversibility of carbon stocks requires on-going monitoring of carbon 
stocks that are included in an emissions-trading framework. If carbon stocks that 
have been credited in the system are later re-released, then they must be replaced 
from some other source. It matters not whether sequestration activities enter the 
market through project-based activities or a comprehensive nationwide measurement 
system. As long as all emissions of credited carbon stocks are accounted for and 
required to be replaced when lost, then the potential reversibility of carbon stocks will 
affect neither a nation’s emissions cap nor atmospheric concentrations of GHGs. The 
requirement for ongoing measurement and liability of credited carbon stocks in the 
land-use sector will add to the costs of carbon-sequestration activities. Nonetheless, 
such an accounting system effectively renders moot any obstacle to emissions trading 
based on the reversibility of land-based carbon stocks. 

7. The Kyoto Protocol’s carbon-sequestration framework 

The Parties to the Kyoto Protocol were, and still are, sharply divided on the appro- 
priate role of carbon-sequestration activities in the Protocol. Adding to the political 
complexity, the negotiations have been plagued by a dearth of information regarding 
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the magnitude of emissions and sequestration in the land-use sector in both indus- 
trialized and non-indnstrialized nations. In negotiating the Kyoto Protocol in 1997, 
negotiators had little information on net sequestration rates for Annex-B Parties, 
which made it difficult for climate negotiators to assess the impacts of including 
land-use activities in emissions budgets established in Kyoto. Since 1997, there are 
still significant gaps in the quality of carbon inventory data. This lack of scientific 
data was clearly detrimental to negotiations in Kyoto, The Hague, Bonn and Mar- 
rakech, 


(a) Article 3.3: afforestation, reforestation and deforestation 

Article 3.3 of the Protocol requires Annex-B Parties to account for net emis- 
sions (or sequestration) from afforestation, reforestation and deforestation since 1990. 
Accounting under Article 3.3 is highly dependent upon the definitions of these three 
activities. For example, a definition of reforestation that includes re-establishment 
of a forest following timber harve.st combined with a definition of deforestation that 
excludes emissions from timber harvesting would allow countries with large areas of 
managed forest land to receive a large volume of credit towards meeting their emis- 
sions budget without having to account for the emissions associated with harvesting. 
Such accounting anomalies could occur through a variety of definitional scenarios. 

Alternatively, a system that requires accounting for carbon stock changes for land- 
use changes only (conversions of forest land to non-forest land and vice versa) would 
yield a framework that is most representative of atmospheric changes in GHGs 
resulting from afforestation, reforestation and deforestation. Even this interpreta- 
tion of Article 3.3 could lead to some counterintuitive outcomes. For example, an 
Annex-B Party with roughly equal amounts of deforestation and reforestation (and, 
thus, a relatively stable forest land base) would be likely to have net emissions 
under Article 3.3, because deforestation of mature forests results in significant pulses 
of emissions, while afforestation and reforestation activities result in small seques- 
tration gains because the volume of annual sequestration in young forests is low. 
More broadly, Article 3.3 produces this anomaly because it only accounts for a small 
portion of the forest-management activities affecting carbon-sequestration rates in 
Annex-B countries. Accurately capturing the atmospheric fluxes of GHGs resulting 
from land-use activities requires comprehensive accounting, 

(6) Article 3.4: other sequestration activities 

Beyond afforestation, reforestation and deforestation, the Kyoto Protocol failed 
to resolve whether and how other land-use activities would be treated in Annex-B 
countries. Article 3.4 of the Protocol directs the negotiators to decide upon rules 
by which the inclusion of ‘additional human-induced activities related to changes in 
greenhouse gas emissions by sources and removals by sinks in the agricultural soils 
and the land-use change and forestry categories’ in the Protocol could be ‘added to, 
or subtracted from’ an Annex-B Party’s assigned amount. Thus treatment of land- 
use activities under Article 3.4 could have potentially significant implications for the 
assigned amounts of Annex-B nations. This can best be illustrated with a practical 
example; Here, we use the case of the US. Though the current US Administration 
has chosen not to participate in the Protocol, the case of the US nonetheless provides 
insight into the problems inherent in Article 3.4, 
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Table 1, Ramifications of inchiding land-use activities under Article 3-4 on the GHG emission 
reductions required by the US during the first commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol 
(Units are million metric tonnes of carbon equivalent (MMTCE).) 


US allowable 
emissions 
under Kyoto 
Protocol 
(USEPA 20016) 

annual US 
fossil-fuel 
emissions 
2008-2012 

projected 
reductions 
under Kyoto 
Protocol 

projected 
business-as-usual 
sink under 
Article 3.4 

required 
reductions 
met with 

BAU sinks 

1630 

2039-2139 

509 609 

310 

51 -61% 


Table 1 depicts the potential impact of inclusion of all land-use activities under 
Article 3.4 on the effective reductions required by the US to comply with its assigned 
amount. Allowable annual GHG emissions for the US under the Kyoto Protocol 
during the first commitment period (2008-2012) are 1530 million tonnes of carbon 
equivalent (MMTCE) (based on figures from the USEPA (20015)). Under an assumed 
annual emissions growth of 1.2%, the US would emit ca. 2039-2139 MMTCE annu- 
ally from 2008-2012, thus requiring annual reductions of 509-609 MMTCE to meet 
its Kyoto target. Prior to climate negotiations in The Hague in 2001, the US pro- 
jected mean net carbon sequestration in the land-use sector of 310 MMTCE for 
the years 2008-2012 under business-as-usual assumptions (i.e. no substantial change 
in current US land-management practices). Consequently, by including all carbon- 
sequestration activities under Article 3.4 without any restrictions, the US could, 
through business-as-usual practices in the land sector, meet 51-61% of its required 
emissions reductions. 

This outcome results not from inherent problems associated with accounting for 
land-use activities under an international framework, but instead fi'om the architec- 
ture of the Kyoto Protocol and, especially. Article 3.4 itself. The Kyoto Protocol did 
not require Parties to include emissions and sequestration from land-use activities 
(other than from a limited set of agricultural activities, see Kyoto Protocol Annex A) 
in the calculation of their 1990 base year emissions (unless their land-use change and 
forestry in 1990 constituted a net source, see Kyoto Protocol Article 3.7). Thus, wheii 
the Protocol provided that tlie allowable total GHG emissions budgets for Parties 
would be set as a multiple of the base year emissions, emissions and sequestration 
from land-use activities were not subject to a baseline. Had the data been available 
on carbon stocks in Annex-B countries and had negotiators agreed to account for 
GHG sequestration (or emissions) fi-om all land- use activities, then the targets might 
have been structured quite differently. Countries with large net sequestration would 
be likely to have been pressured to lower their targets substantially in order to reflect 
the expected sequestration. That clearly did not happen and, given the paucity of 
data, could not have happened in Kyoto. 

Instead, the emissions budgets established in Kyoto did not explicitly recognize 
the potential contribution of business-as-usual land-use trends in Annex-B countries, 
and Article 3.4 left open the question of whether and how land-use activities would 
be treated. As such, efforts to include sequestration activities in Article 3.4 were 
viewed by many as an attempt to weaken the Kyoto targets. It is important to 
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note, however, that the inclusion of sequestration activities in Article 3.4 could also 
stimulate enhanced sequestration through an emissions-trading framework. 

Negotiators focused on two approaches for limiting the impact of Article 3.4 activ- 
ities on the Kyoto emissions budgets. The first approach was to limit the activi- 
ties that would be eligible under Article 3.4, For example, narrowly defined activi- 
ties, such as reduced-impact logging, grassland restoration and use of cover crops in 
croplands, would necessarily reduce the impact of Article 3.4 on emissions budgets 
because of these activities would result in fewer tonnes of carbon entering the system. 
But, as negotiators realized, such activities would face the same definitional prob- 
lems noted in our earlier discussion of Article 3.3. Defining narrow activities would 
be difficult and could lead to gaming by nations that hoped to exclude emissions in 
the land-use sector while accounting only for sequestration activities (IPCC 2000), 

The second approach to limiting the impact of Article 3.4 on the Kyoto was to 
focus on an over-arching limitation across all Article 3.4 activities. Three general 
variants of this approach were discussed: discounting, cap and ‘threshold’ methods. 
All three would limit the impact of Article 3.4 activities on the Kyoto targets, but 
each would create quite different incentives with respect to the management of the 
land-use sector. 

The first option, discounting, would reduce all carbon-sequestration credits earned 
under Article 3.4 by some percentage (e.g. 90%). Discounting would reduce total 
sequestration tonnes markedly but would also dramatically reduce incentives for 
Annex-B nations to adopt policies that would enhance carbon sequestration. The 
second option, a cap, would place a numerical cap on the number of tonnes that 
Annex-B nations could earn under Article 3.4. Like discounting, a cap can create 
perverse incentives depending upon the level at which the cap is set. For example, 
assume an Annex-B nation is pi'ojected under business-as-usual trends to sequester 
10 MMTCE of carbon annually through Article 3.4. Eacap were placed at 5 MMTCE 
for this nation, its entire allotment of carbon-sequestration credits would be fulfilled 
with business-as-usual sequestration, leaving neither room nor incentive for the coun- 
try to adopt policies to further enhance its carbon stores. 

The third option, a threshold approach, would provide a more environmentally 
beneficial way to limit credit under Article 3.4, if the threshold is set appropriately. 
Under this approach, an Annex-B country would only be allowed to claim credit 
for sequestration activities after surpassing some threshold level of carbon storage. 
For example, an Annex-B country might be assigned a threshold of 5 MMTCE, 
meaning that it would only receive credit for sequestration tonnes produced beyond 
this threshold amount. The threshold method would limit the amount of credit that 
can be claimed by Parties for carbon sequestration produced under business-as- 
usual projections, while maintaining incentives for countries to undertake additional 
activities to increase carbon stores. 

The choice of policy instruments to limit crediting under Article 3.4 has significant 
ramifications for the effective stringency of the Kyoto targets and for the incentives 
provided to Annex-B nations to manage their forests and agricultural lands. As we 
will elaborate more fully below in our discussion of the Bonn and Marrakech Accords, 
it was the structure of Article 3.4 and the different political and economic aims 
of the negotiating Parties, rather than anything inherent in the nature of carbon 
sequestration, that made it difficult for negotiators to find a solution that both 
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preserved the stringency of the Kyoto targets and maintained incentives for improved 
carbon management in the land-use sector. 

(c) Article 12 and tropical deforestation 

The world’s tropical rainforests are concentrated in Latin America, Africa and 
southeast Asia, regions not represented in Annex B of the Protocol. Thus Articles 3.3 
and 3.4, which apply only to Annex-B nations, will not, in large part, affect the 
substantial GHG emissions from tropical deforestation during the first commitment 
period. However, if non-industrialized nations are subject to emissions budgets in 
subsequent commitment periods under the Kyoto Protocol, as one would expect, 
treatment of carbon-sequestration activities under Articles 3.3 and 3.4 will become a 
crucial factor in determining whether or not emissions from deforestation ai’e indeed 
addressed in a comprehensive' manner. 

In the short term, tropical deforestation can only be addressed through Article 12 
of the Kyoto Protocol, the CDM. Article 12 itself does not explicitly include or 
exclude land-use projects from eligibility. As such, inclusion of land-use projects in 
the CDM was hotly contested following the negotiations in Kyoto. 

Under Article 12, industrialized nations may purchase ‘certified emissions reduc- 
tions’ (CERs) from non- Annex-B nations. CERs are generated through projects that 
reduce emissions below what would have occuiTed in the absence of the project. In 
the case of tropical deforestation, this could potentially allow for projects designed 
to reduce rates of deforestation in the tropics, financed by the sale of CERs. 

By definition, the CDM allows emissions trading between Annex-B nations (with 
emissions caps) and non- Annex-B nations (without emissions caps). The challenge 
in trading between sources in capped nations and sources in uncapped nations is 
in ensuring that reductions from uncapped nations, are, in fact, real. This requires 
accounting for two key factors. First, guidelines must be established to select an 
emissions (or sequestration) baseline from which to measure emissions reductions. 
Article 12 requires that CERs be issued only if ‘reductions in emissions. . . are addi- 
tional to any that would occur in the absence of the certified project activity’. This 
so-called ‘additionality’ provision requires project proponents to establish ‘without- 
project’ emissions baiselines against which emissions reductions are measured. In the 
case of tropical deforestation, this would require the projection of without-project 
deforestation rates for the project area. Establishing such baselines should not be 
overly challenging, since tropical deforestation is a relatively predictable phenomenon 
(Bonnie et al. 2000). 

Second, trading between capped and uncapped nations can result in leakage of 
GHG benefits if the project activities cause a shift of emissions-producing activities 
to areas outside the project boundaries. In the case of the forest sector, leakage could 
occur when timber harvesting is reduced on one tract, but the reduction of timber 
supply causes increased harvests on other forest land, thereby nullifying any gains to 
the atmosphere. To ensure that projects with uncapped nations result in real GHG 
reductions, project proponents must measure and account for leakage in calculating 
creditable GHG emissions reductions. 

Most importantly, neither the challenge of baseline calculation nor the issues asso- 
ciated with leakage pertain solely to carbon-sequestration projects. They are char- 
acteristic instead of all emissions-reduction projects in uncapped nations and, thus, 
provide no rationale for excluding land-use activities from Article 12. 
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8. Treatment of land-use activities under 
the Bonn and Marrakech Accords 

Adoption of the Kyoto Protocol in. 1997 provided only a bare framework for the 
treatment of land-use activities. Significant unresolved issues remained, requiring 
decisions by the Parties ultimately resolved in Bonn and Marrakech. With respect to 
Article 3,3, negotiators were to decide upon definitions of afforestation, reforestation 
and deforestation. Negotiators also had to decide which activities to include under 
Article 3.4 and how to mitigate the impact of the provision’s potential impacts on 
the stringency of the Kyoto targets. Lastly, the Parties had to decide whether or not 
carbon-sequestration projects would be eligible under the CDM, 

The negotiations in Bonn and Marralcech were successful on many fronts in solid- 
ifying the emissions-trading framework in the Protocol and thereby promoting the 
potential establisliment of an international market in GHG emissions-reduction cred- 
its. Unfortunately, the rules adopted for the carbon-sequestration provisions of the 
Protocol missed a number of opportunities to create positive incentives for coun- 
tries to improve their environmental performance for the management of forests and 
agricultural lands. In some cases, the rules adopted encourage precisely the opposite 
behaviour. 

Parties adopted definitions under Article 3.3 that account for the GHG emissions 
and sequestration from afforestation, reforestation and deforestation only in the con- 
text of land-use conversions. As such, the rules provide an accounting system that 
accurately reflects the atmospheric impacts from these three activities. However, as 
noted below, any such incentive to increase carbon stores provided by the elabora- 
tion of these definitions is greatly reduced by the treatment of forest management in 
Article 3.4. 

Under the Bonn and Marralcech Accords, Article 3.4 allows Annex-B parties to 
elect to account for the GHG impacts from forest management, cropland manage- 
ment, grazing-land management and revegetation. Inclusion of the first three of these 
activities moves the Protocol towards a comprehensive accounting framework that 
avoids gaming, leakage and definitional problems associated with more narrowly 
defined activities, The inclusion of revegetation as an eligible activity, however, is 
problematic. The term appears intended to include re-establishment of non-forest 
vegetation in areas that do not meet the minimum specifications that define a forest. 
However, the exclusion of ‘devegetation’ as a required eligible activity for parties 
electing to include revegetation under Article 3.4 means that emissions associated 
with the clearing of such lands will not be recorded. 

A far more serious problem is the method chosen to limit the amount of credit that 
Annex-B Parties can claim under Article 3.4. The Parties chose to place country- 
specific caps on the forest-management activities of all Annex-B nations. As noted 
earlier, a cap on forest sector crediting under Article 3.4 would be very likely to 
exclude credit for activities undertaken during the commitment period that enhance 
carbon sequestration. The effect of a cap, therefore, is at once to reduce the stringency 
of the Kyoto targets while robbing Annex-B nations of any incentive to increase 
carbon storage in the forest sector. 

Ironically, in the case of cropland and grazing-land management, negotiators 
elected to apply the threshold method of accounting. The threshold chosen is the 
sequestration rate for that Party in 1990. This provision maintains incentives for 
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Parties to adopt policies that increase sequestration rates in the agricultural sector. 
Such an approach would have been environmentally preferable for forest-management 
activities under Article 3.4. 

The perverse incentive for forest-management activities under Article 3.4 is made 
worse by two other provisions in the Bonn and Maa'rakech Accords. First, if a Party 
has excess forest-management sequestration after application of cap in Article 3.4, 
it may use those tonnes to cover any deficit it incurs in Article 3.3 up to 9 MMTCE 
annually. As such, nations with projection.s of sequestration in the forest sector that 
exceed the cap on Article 3.4 have little incentive to reduce rates of deforestation or 
increase rates of reforestation and afforestation. 

Second, in Marrakech, Parties agreed to prohibit banking of unused forest- 
management tonnes in Article 3.4 (that is, unused tonnes in excess of the cap). 
The absence of bairking is damaging both to forests and the climate. For example, 
assume a Party expects to have 10 MMTCE of unused forest-management tonnes 
after accounting for its Article 3.4 cap. With banking, the country has an incentive to 
ensure that it, in fact, produces those unused tonnes during the commitment period 
as they have value in subsequent commitment periods. Without banking provisions, 
no such incentive exists and, arguably, the nation might benefit by speeding forest 
harvests now, because it will not be penalized for lowering its forest-management 
sequestration to the level of the cap. Moreover, harvesting those forests earlier would 
enable the Party to earn credits for the regrowth of carbon stocks in regenerated 
areas in subsequent periods. Of course, many factors will dictate whether such forest 
liquidation does indeed occur, including the domestic policies of Annex-B countries 
in implementing the Protocol, forest products mai'kets, forest ownership patters and 
others. Regardless, the incentives created by the rules governiug Article 3.4 ai'e very 
troubling. 

Parties also chose to exclude projects addressing tropical deforestation from the 
CDM, seriously hampering efforts to address the ca. 20% of global CO 2 emissions 
from this source. The decision to forgo a potentially powerful financial incentive to 
value the ecosystem services associated with the conservation of tropical rainforests 
is perhaps the most vexing to advocates for tropical forest protection. 

Making sense of the Marrakech decisions is difficult, but one factor hi particu- 
lar appears to have contributed substantially to the decision-making process of all 
Annex-B nations. All Annex-B Parties sought, for different reasons, certainty as to 
the number of available credits that could be garnered through carbon-sequestration 
activities. Some desired certainty that seqiiestration tonnes would be limited; others 
desired certainty that they would receive a specified number of sequestration tonnes. 
A country’s particular stance on carbon sequestration was driven in part by whether 
it expected to be a net seller or net purchaser of emissions-reduction credits under 
the Protocol. For countries that expect to purchase emissions-reduction credits on 
the international market, a cap allowing credit of tonnes expected under business- 
as-usual trends provides certainty that they will receive a certain number of tonnes 
through Article 3.4 and will, therefore, have an easier job complying with the Proto- 
col. These net purchasers also probably realized that there was no easy way to predict 
the number of sequestration tonnes that would be available for purchase under the 
CDM. Consequently, these net purchasers were not adamant in their support for the 
inclusion of projects addressing tropical deforestation in the CDM. 
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Nations that might be net sellers of emissions-reduction credits may have sought 
more guaranteed tonnes mider Article 3.4 in order to ensure a predictable revenue 
stream. It was also in the interest of these countries to restrict tonnes entering the 
market from the GDM. Given the enormous GHG emissions from tropical deforesta- 
tion, excluding such projects would make economic sense by restricting the supply of 
available credits on the world market and thereby receiving a higher price for their 
tonnes. 

Those countries who stood to gain little from a liberal interpretation of Article 3.4, 
and who expected not to have to rely on carbon-sequestration tonnes for compliance, 
typically .sought during the negotiatioirs to limit the number of forest-management 
tonnes that other nations could use. A potential reason for this is that doing so would 
boost their economic competitiveness relative to other nations, as they could spend 
less national income on compliance with Kyoto. A cap under Article 3,4 and exclu- 
sion of projects addressing tropical deforestation in the CDM provided them with 
certainty that sequestration tonnes used by other nations would have an absolute 
limit. 

Of course, nations may have been swayed by other factors than self-intere.st, though 
the above explanation is consistent with the positions of most Annex-B nations. In 
any case, the shortcomings of the decisions made in Bonn and Marrakech are likely to 
increase the costs, reduce the environmental effectiveness and potentially weaken for- 
est protection under an otherwise well-designed emissions-trading framework under 
the Kyoto Protocol. 


9. Creating an emissions-trading framework that 
protects biodiversity and the atmosphere 

The Bonn and Marrakech Accords failed to develop rules for land-use activities that 
create positive incentives for management of terrestrial sinks in Annex-B and non- 
Annex-B countries. Emissions from land-use activities have contributed significantly 
to climate change. Recognizing that improved land-management practices and, in 
particular, effective measures to reduce rates of deforestation are critical to overall 
efforts to reduce GHG emissions, how can the Kyoto framework be improved to create 
incentives for enhanced carbon sequestration and reduced GHG emissions through 
improved land management? 


(a) Compilation of comprehensive scientific data 

An effective emissions-trading system requires comprehensive data on GHG emis- 
sions and sequestration. The Kyoto negotiations on carbon-sequestration activities 
have taken place in the absence of robust data on terrestrial carbon stocks from 
Annex-B nations. Annex-B nations must improve their carbon-measurement systems. 
Equally importantly, non-Annex-B nations must begin to develop better inventory 
systems, especially if the Protocol is to adequately address tropical deforestation. 
Such inventory systems in developing countries could he financed by industrialized 
nations in exchange for GHG credits produced through carbon-sequestration activi- 
ties. 


Phil. Trans. R. Soc. Land. A (2002) 



139 


Protecting the environment trough a carbon market 

(b) Move towards mandatory full carbon accounting for all nations 

A system of full carbon accounting (FCA) measures all changes, positive and 
negative, in all carbon stoclcs from all lands continuously. Under FCA, once lands 
enter the emissions-trading system, all carbon stocks on those lands are monitored 
permanently over contiguous commitment periods. FCA works within an emissions- 
trading framework because ultimately the atmosphere does not diffei’entiate (and 
neither should climate policy) between carbon dioxide molecules produced by fossil- 
fuel combustion and such molecules produced through forest destruction. FCA is the 
only way to provide a balanced accounting system that accurately reflects the rela- 
tionship between land-use activities and the atmosphere. FCA avoids the definitional 
issues, in evidence in Article 3.3 of the Protocol, associated with partial accounting 
systems. 

In addition, FCA avoids the complexities, such as gaming, leEilcage and permanence 
of GHG benefits, associated with partial accounting systems. Gaming, for example, 
could result through a partial accounting system if some additional land-use activ- 
ities are made eligible under Article 3.4, while others are not. Similarly, leakage of 
GHG benefits may occur through partial accounting systems. Where demand for 
agricultural land is high, for example, reforestation of agricultural lands could lead 
to agricultural intensification elsewhere. This transfer of activity could result in soil- 
carbon losses not captured by a partied accounting system. 

FCA offers a superior approach to the permanence issue because it requires con- 
tinuous monitoring of carbon stocks over contiguous commitment periods. As such, 
FCA will capture fluctuations in carbon stocks and, where necessary, require GHG 
emissions from the land-use sectors to be offset. In short, because all emissions on 
managed lands are captured over contiguous commitment periods under FCA, the 
reversibility of GHG benefits from land-use activities is not an obstacle to emissions 
trading. 

Adoption of FCA would move the Kyoto Protocol towards a sj^tein in which 
projected emissions and sequestration from the land-use sector would be explicitly 
considered in the context of adopting assigned amounts for subsequent commitment 
periods. This avoids the difficulties associated with limiting business-as-usual cred- 
iting under the current configuration of Article 3.4. Under FCA, business-as-usual 
activities can be figured into the estahlishment of Kyoto emissions budgets. This is of 
central importance because it alleviates the tension between land-use activities and 
the stringency of Kyoto targets under Article 3.4, thereby resolving the perception 
(and an important political problem) that inclusion of carbon-sequestration activi- 
ties are intended to weaken the Kyoto treaty. Done properly, inclusion of land-use 
activities will strengthen it. 

Finally, in contrast to the current structure of Article 3,4, FCA must be manda- 
tory for all Parties. This is crucial for addressing tropical deforestation as well as 
for emissions from other land-use activities. Thopical deforestation is the primary 
source of GHG emissions from many developing nations (e.g. Brazil). As develop- 
ing countries enter Annex B by adopting emissions budgets, it is vital that they be 
given incentives to reduce deforestation. Allowing countries with significant land-use 
emissions to exclude large portions of the land sector would seriously undermine 
the effectiveness of the Kyoto Protocol. If accounting for land-use activities is to be 
reflective of atmospheric GHG concentrations and if tropical deforestation is to be 
confronted in a comprehensive way, FCA cannot be discretionary. 
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(c) Capacity building in developing countries 

It is unlikely that developing countries will be willing to take emissions budgets 
that require FGA unless they gain experience in successfully curbing tropical defor- 
estation while also providing for the needs of their citizens. The CDM provides a 
unique opportunity for developing countries to gain experience in addressing trop- 
ical deforestation. Projects addressing tropical deforestation must be made eligible 
for the CDM beyond the first commitment period. Negotiators should also consider 
revisiting the que.stion of forest conservation project eligibility for the first commit- 
ment period. 

The two greatest threats to the global environment are climate change and loss of 
biodiversity, the later of which is most severe in areas experiencing high rates of trop- 
ical deforestation. The inclusion of land-use activities in a GHG emissions-trading 
framework through full carbon accounting can potentially leverage substantial finan- 
cial resources to reduce atmospheric GHGs and pi'otect the Earth’s terrestrial ecosys- 
tems. 
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A MARKET-BASED APPROACH TO CONSERVATION OF THE RED- 
COCKADED WOODPECKER ON PRIVATE LANDS 


ROBERT BONNIE, Economist, Environmental Defense Fund, 1875 Connecticut Avenue, 
NW, Washington, DC 20009 (202)387-3500 

Abstract: Conservation of the federally endangered red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW) has generated 
significant controversy surrounding the bird’s impact on forest management in the southern United 
States. Recovery of the RCW is dependent, in part, on private land conservation because of federal 
land base is insufficient to recover the bird. Private land conflicts place the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service under increasing pressure to resolve such disputes, even if the resolution is not in the best 
interest of the species. Based on a review of past studies of the opportunity costs of RCW 
preservation, costs can vary significantly depending on a range of site specific characteristics, 
including forest stand characteristics, timber prices, land management objectives, and other factors. 
The variability in landowner opportunity costs suggests that (1) targeted private land conservation 
may be able to reduce the total costs of federal recovery efforts; and, more importantly, (2) a market- 
based habitat trading system could lower the costs of RCW conservation on private lands 
substantially by shifting habitat protection responsibilities from landowners with high opportunity 
costs to landowners with lower costs. This paper proposes such a system whereby landowners 
seeking incidental take of RCWs could pay other landowners to protect and manage newly created 
habitat on their lands. This proposal provides a viable solution to RCW conflicts on private lands that 
benefits landowners and the woodpecker. 


INTRODUCTION 

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
has come under increasing scrutiny for its 
impacts on private lands. The ESA prohibits 
actions on private lands that harm a listed 
species or its habitat unless the landowner 
obtains an “incidental take” permit from the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). In 
deriding the ESA opponents of the Act cite 
infringement on property rights and the costs 
of species preservation on private lands. 

The endangered red-cockaded 
woodpecker (RCW) has been the focus of 
much debate in the southern United States for 
its impacts (real and perceived) on private 
lands. The RCW is a non-migratory, 
cooperative breeding bird living in “groups” 
that utilize mature, fire-maintained southern 
pine forests for foraging and nesting habitat. 
Populations of RCWs have declined 


dramatically in recent decades as a result of 
fire suppression, loss of mature pines for 
nesting habitat, the conversion of longleaf pine 
to other species, and habitat fragmentation 
(Lennartz and Henry 1985). 

Endangered species disputes on private 
lands place the USFWS under increasing 
pressure to resolve such conflicts. Section 10 
of the ESA allows incidental take of species on 
private lands where such take is minimized and 
mitigated through a habitat conservation plan 
(HCP), The use of HCPs has increased 
dramatically over the last five years for many 
endangered species and especially the RCW. 
However, because the ESA does not strictly 
define “minimization” and “mitigation,” the 
USFWS has significant leeway in approving 
HCPs that may not be in the best interest of 
the species. When political pressures on the 
USFWS escalate, it may approve HCPs which 
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are of questionable biological value to the 
species, 

The recent Red Oak HCP is a case in 
point (Red Oak Company 1995). The Red 
Oak Company purchased a 1,016 acre forested 
tract with two groups of woodpeckers present. 
The Company proceeded to clearcut the entire 
property, save 137 ' acres of foraging and 
nesting habitat for the RCWs. The Company 
then sought an incidental take permit from the 
USFWS. The final HCP for the property 
allowed the incidental take of the RCWs in 
exchange for (1) translocating RCWs from the 
property to a nearby military base; and (2) 
installing and monitoring artificial cavities on 
a National Forest. 

There are several problems with this 
HCP. First, the Forest Service has an 
affirmative responsibility to restore RCWs on 
National Forests and. therefore, should not 
require funds from the private sector to fulfill 
its duties under the ESA. If the Forest Service 
cannot be counted on to manage proactively 
for the woodpecker on National Forests, the 
bird’s future is in doubt. Second, the Red Oak 
HCP resulted in a net loss of habitat. Habitat 
on the National Forest already existed and 
could have been occupied sooner had the 
Forest Service simply drilled nesting cavities 
itself. Since habitat is the limiting factor for 
the RCW (and most endangered species), a net 
loss of habitat is likely to damage its long-term 
prospects for survival. 

The difficulty facing the USFWS is 
how to administer the ESA on private lands in 
a way that reduces endangered species 
conflicts while aiding recovery efforts. One 
approach is simply to discount RCW 
conservation on private lands and focus 
recovery efforts solely on federal lands —the 
strategy that appears to underlie the Red Oak 
HCP, However, this strategy ignores the fact 
that the federal land base in the South is not 


sufficient to support recovery. The current 
USFWS Recovery Plan for the RCW sets 15 
viable populations (viable is defined as 500 
active groups per population) as the minimum 
threshold for recovery and delisting of the 
woodpecker (Lennartz and Henry 1985). The 
location of the 15 populations corresponds to 
the distribution of the federal land base across 
the South. 

Twelve National Forests are to serve 
as recovery populations. The Forest Service’ s 
management plan for the woodpecker requires 
National Forests designated as recovery 
populations to meet the recovery goal, “if the 
amount of suitable RCW habitat is sufficient” 
(U.S. Forest Service 1995). Of these 12 
recovery populations, the Forest Service has 
assigned RCW population objectives at 
numbers greater than 500 active clusters on 
only 5 National Forests (U.S. Forest Service 
1995). It appears, therefore, that the National 
Forests have insufficient suitable habitat to 
support recovery of 12 populations. 

The three remaining recovery 
populations are located on military lands and 
state lands-all of which appear to be of 
insufficient size to support recovery 
populations of at least 500 groups. Moreover, 
there are populations ofRCWs on public lands 
that are separated by several miles of 
intervening private land. For example, in the 
Sandhills region of North Carolina, a 
designated recovery population, RCWs on the 
Fort Bragg military base and the state-owned 
Sandhills Gamelands are separated by 
approximately seven miles of private lands; 
recovery is only possible in this population if 
private land habitat can serve as a bridge 
between the subpopuiations on Fort Bragg and 
the Gamelands. Similar habitat “gaps” exist in 
the recovery populations occurring in 
Louisiana, North Carolina, and Texas. 

Given what we know about the 
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biological requirements of the RCW coupled 
with the current federal land base in the South, 
recovery is unattainable without at least some 
private land conservation. Therefore, the 
USFWS should not adopt strategies which 
merely shift birds Irom private onto public land 
while reducing total RCW habitat. The 
USFWS must instead adopt strategies that 
promote preservation and restoration of RCW 
habitat on private land, Equally important, the 
USFWS must determine how to “mitigate and 
minimize” habitat losses resulting from 
landowners who seek an incidental take permit 
under Section 10 of the ESA. Ideally, such a 
mitigation strategy should provide landowners 
greater flexibility and reduced preservation 
costs while not adversely impacting recovery 
efforts. 

The remainder of this paper begins 
with an examination of previous studies of 
opportunity costs of RCW preservation on 
private lands. From this discussion, I argue 
that conservation ofRCW habitat on private 
lands is not only necessary for RCW 
conservation, but may also reduce total 
recovery costs. Secondly, I propose a habitat 
trading system, whereby landowners seeking 
an incidental take permit for RCWs could 
mitigate the loss by paying other landowners 
to protect habitat created on their lands. 

Opportunity Costs of RCW Preservation 
on Private Lands 

Several authors have analyzed the 
opportunity costs ofRCW management. The 
cost ofRCW preservation is an opportunity 
cost because landowners must often forgo 
timber or development revenue from the 
property to maintain habitat for the 
woodpecker in accordance with the ESA. In 
examining the opportunity costs of RCW 
preservation on the Croatan National Forest, 


Judge et al, (1984) found rising marginal costs 
of RCW preservation. While the authors 
modeled nesting habitat only, they found 
varying opportunity costs depending on stand 
age, site productivity, pine species, timber 
price appreciation rate, and discount rate. 
(This study was later summarized in Boyd and 
Hyde [1989].) Though the biological 
assumptions in this study are now outdated, 
this should not alter the conclusion that 
opportunity costs ofRCW preservation are 
variable across stands. Marginal cost analysis 
can provide land managers with an important 
tool to decide the least cost method to protect 
a given population of RCWs (Boyd and Hyde 
1989; Judge et al. 1984). 

Lancia et al. (1989) analyzed the 
opportunity costs of providing foraging habitat 
for RCW groups in fiilly regulated longleaf 
pine stands. Foraging habitat requirements 
were based on the minimum stand age-class 
characteristics required for RCW groups on 
federal lands (i.e,, 125 acres of foraging 
habitat > 29 years old, 50 acres > 59 years). 
Opportunity costs varied depending upon 
rotation age and acreage per cluster. Cleaves 
et al. (1994) determined the effects of different 
stand sizes and management regimes on RCW 
opportunity costs. Profit-maximization of a 
fully stocked loblolly pine stand was compared 
wdth management constrained by the fJSFWS’ 
Draft Guidelines for Protecting Red- 
Cockaded Woodpecker Habitat on Private 
Lands (Costa 1992), (These guidelines require 
less foraging habitat per group than the federal 
guidelines used in Lancia et al. [1989],) Stand 
size and opportunity costs of RCW 
preservation were determined to be inversely 
proportional. The Environmental Defense 
Fund (EDF) (1995) found that revenue fi'om 
pine straw harvesting in longleaf stands 
dramatically reduced the costs of RCW 
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preservation (EDF 1995). A similar 
conclusion was reached by Rosie et al. (1991). 

Front these studies, it follows that 
RCW opportunity costs are dependent on a 
number of site dependent factors including 
forest stand conditions, timber prices, acreage 
per group, pine species, and landowner 
discount rate. Land value for development 
may also have a dramatic effect on opportunity 
costs. An individual landowner’s management 
objectives may be particularly important in 
assessing opportunity costs on private lands. 
For example, landowners managing forest 
stands for wildlife who utilize prescribed fire 
to reduce hardwood encroachment and 
maintain relatively open stand conditions, may 
be able to provide RCW habitat at relatively 
low costs per group— witness the outstanding 
fire-maintained, longleaf pine habitat, ideally 
suited to the RCW, on quail plantations of the 
Red Hills region of Georgia. 

It is important to recognize that 
opportunity costs are not static; as timber 
prices, development pressure, stand age, 
and/or other factors change, so will the costs 
of RCW preservation. Nonetheless, the 
variability in RCW preservation costs across 
landowners has important policy implications. 
First, it suggests that conserving at least some 
habitat on private lands may actually lower the 
total costs of meeting recovery goals. Second, 
and more importantly, variability in private 
land opportunity costs suggests that if 
transaction costs are minimal, a habitat trading 
system may be able to reduce the costs of 
RCW preservation to private landowners. 

Opportunity Costs and Recovery 

The first important implication of 
variability in RCW opportunity costs is that 
the total costs of RCW recovery may be 
reduced if the USFWS can determine ways to 


exploit the marginal costs curves of RCW 
preservation on public and private lands within 
a given recovery population. Figure 1 
illustrates theoretical marginal cost curves for 
both public and private lands within a given 
RCW recovery population. As Boyd and 
Hyde (1989) illustrated, the marginal cost 
curve for RCW preservation is upward sloping 
and demand is determined exogenously. In 
this case, demand for RCW groups is 500, or 
the amount of active groups required for a 
population to be deemed “recovered.” 
Building upon Boyd and Hyde’s (1989) 
graphical analysis, I have added a marginal 
cost curve (“private”) for private lands. 

The only scenario under which private 
land conservation could not lower the total 
costs of recovery for a given population is 
when the 500th group on federal lands is less 
expensive than the first group protected on 
private lands (Figure 2). Note that the 
intercept of the private lands curve falls above 
the price (P”^ of the 500th group on federal 
lands! 

The question, of course, is how to 
entice private landowners to create and/or 
preserve RCW habitat. A number of 
incentives have been proposed for endangered 
species conservation bn private lands, 
including federal estate tax relief; tax credits 
for management expenses and property taxes, 
lease payments, and others (Keystone Center 
1995; EDF 1995; Bourland and Stroup 1996). 
From the above discussion, it follows that such 
incentives should be targeted to private lands 
in region’s where private land conservation is 
both necessary to recovery and a means to 
reduce total recovery costs. 

Market-based Habitat Trading for RCWs 

Financial incentives for RCW 
conservation on private lands clearly would 
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lower the costs to private landowners of 
producing and maintaining RCW habitat on 
those lands. However, even in the absence of 
such incentives, it may be possible to reduce 
the costs of RCW preservation to private 
landovmers and provide them greater flexibility 
in meeting the ESA’s land use requirements 
while enhancing recovery efforts. 

This leads me to the second implication 
of the variability in private lands opportunity 
costs: RCW preservation costs could be 
lowered, perhaps significantly, by permitting 
private landowners to “trade” RCW habitat 
with high opportunity costs for habitat with 
lower opportunity costs. In its most basic 
form, habitat trading would allow a single 
landowner to establish an RCW group(s) on 
one portion of a property in exchange for 
liquidating habitat supporting an equal number 
of group(s) on another portion of the same the 
property. Since RCW opportunity costs can 
vary among timber stands, this approach could 
lower the landowner’s opportunity costs. 

In the case of private landowners who 
own several forested tracts with potential 
RCW habitat, such a forest products company, 
there may be gains from shifting RCW habitat 
responsibilities among different forest 
properties in order to reduce the company’s 
preservation costs. For example, a company 
might own a forested tract with RCWs that 
has high opportunity costs because it is a very 
productive stand of timber located adjacent to 
a company paper mill. Therefore, the 
company might be better off financially by 
creating habitat on a different, less valuable 
property elsewhere. As long as a comparable 
habitat gain is made on the recipient property, 
then the trade will benefit the landowner while 
not adversely affecting recovery prospects for 
the RCW. 

If landowners can reduce the RCW 
preservation costs by shifting RCW habitat 


responsibilities across their landholding(s), 
then comparable or more substantial cost 
savings could be found from habitat trading 
among different landowners. That is, a 
landowner seeking an incidental take permit 
could choose to pay another landowner to 
establish and protect comparable habitat on 
some other parcel of private land. 

There are several obstacles that must 
be overcome in order to create a habitat 
trading system, including addressing the 
disincentives to habitat creation on private 
lands inherent in the ESA, insuring that 
occupied RCW habitat is created prior to the 
trade, creating a competitive market in order 
to reduce the mitigation price, and reducing 
transaction costs. 

Many landowners are unwilling to 
enhance RCW habitat on their property for 
fear of fiiture land use restrictions resulting 
from the ESA (EDF 1995). In the case of a 
habitat trading market, few landowners will be 
willing to create habitat unless they are 
guaranteed a payment covering their 
opportunity costs once the habitat is occupied. 
Since a habitat trading market implies many 
landowners competing for mitigation 
payments, it is impossible to guarantee a single 
landowner a mitigation payment prior to his 
establishing a new group.. Without such 
certainty, it is unlikely a landowner will agree > 
to create new RCW habitat. However, if 
landowners could create habitat without 
incurring added land use restrictions, then it 
may be possible to establish a pool of recipient 
properties with RCWs present that could then 
compete for mitigation dollars. 

A new program developed by the EDF 
and the USFWS in the Sandhills region of 
North Carolina allows landowners to increase 
their RCW population without increasing 
endangered species land use restrictions and, 
therefore preservation costs. Under the “safe 
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harbor” program, landowners agree to enhance 
RCW habitat on their property. Since the 
ESA does not require proactive management 
for listed species, safe harbor landowners 
voluntarily exceed their legal obligations. In 
return, these landowners are assured that if the 
population of RCWs on their land increases, 
they will not be subject to additional land use 
regulations under the ESA. For example, a 
landowner with one group of RCWs present at 
the time of the agreement is assigned “baseline 
responsibilities” of one group. If after 
implementing the enhancement activities set 
forth in the agreement, the number of groups 
on the property should increase, the landowner 
will only be required to maintain the baseline 
of one group. 

While the Sandhills safe harbor 
program has only been in existence since April, 
1995, there are currently over 20,000 acres 
enrolled in the five county region. The 
USFWS predicts that the population on these 
properties could as much as double in 8-15 
years (Cantrell, per. comm, 1996). These 
additional groups of RCWs created under the 
program are not protected under the ESA. A 
habitat trading system would build upon the 
safe harbor program by allowing mitigating 
landowners to purchase safe harbor “rights” 
from landowners enrolled in the program, In 
return for a mitigation payment, these safe 
harbor landowners would relinquish safe 
harbor rights to a newly created group(s) and 
increase their baseline responsibilities 
accordingly. As a part of the trade, the 
recipient landowner would agree to proactive 
management to protect the newly created 
group. The cost of such management would 
be embedded in the purchase price of a safe 
harbor right. 

The underlying principle for RCW 
habitat trading is that the “take” of private land 
habitat should only be permitted where there is 


a comparable habitat gain made elsewhere; 
recovery should not be adversely affected by 
such trades. Trades would be allowed on a 
1:1 ratio; that is, one group created and 
protected for every group lost. In limited 
cases, the USFWS might allow trades at a less 
than 1 : 1 ratio where such mitigation improves 
the probability of survival and recovery of a 
designated recovery population. For example, 
a less than 1:1 ratio might be permitted if 
trading group(s) with no long-term survival 
prospects for group(s) strategically located 
within a recovery population. Such trades 
would only be allowed where the net loss of 
habitat was overridden by the gains in securing 
habitat protection on private lands vital to 
recovery. A less than 1:1 ratio in special cases 
would have the advantage of increasing the 
value of mitigation properties in areas crucial 
to recovery, As a result, owners of these 
properties would have an added incentive to 
enhance and restore RCW habitat, 

Note that the purchase of a safe harbor 
right is not the purchase of a conservation 
easement. Under the mitigation agreement, 
the safe harbor landowner would agree only to 
increase his/her baseline accordingly and to 
implement proactive management measures to 
the RCWs. Because proactive management by 
the recipient landowner is required, mitigation 
habitat would actually receive a higher level of 
protection than the ESA requires for groups 
currently present on private lands. However, 
it is possible that a recipient landowner could 
later decide to incidentally take a group or 
groups of RCWs on his/her property. If this is 
the case, then this landowner would re-enter 
the market as a mitigating landowner. Thus, 
unlike a permanent conservation easement, the 
sale of safe harbor rights would be 
theoretically reversible. 

The downside of not requiring a 
conservation easement is that permanent 



148 


protection is not guaranteed, though trading at 
a 1:1 ratio assures no net loss of habitat. 
However, requiring a permanent easement 
would raise the price of the mitigation 
payment. Anything that raises the mitigation 
price under this habitat trading system 
increases the likelihood that landowners will 
choose to “wait out” the loss of an RCW 
group through fire suppression (resulting in 
hardwood encroachment and abandonment of 
the cluster site) rather than enter the mitigation 
market. While the former strategy carries risk 
for the landowner because the birds may linger 
for many years, the landowner may take on 
such risk if the mitigation price is very high. 

Other strategies can also reduce the 
mitigation price. A habitat trading system will 
not reduce the costs of RCW preservation 
unless there is an ample supply of recipient 
properties; the market for safe harbor rights 
must be competitive. By expanding the safe 
harbor program to other states in the South, 
the USFWS would create a large pool of 
landowners with new groups of unprotected 
RCWs present. A large pool of safe harbor 
landowners will place downward pressure on 
the price of a “safe harbor right.” Allowing 
interstate trades would increase the available 
pool of landowners and further lower the price 
of mitigation, 

Another obstacle to a properly 
functioning market is high transaction costs. 
Currently, habitat trading would have to take 
place under Section 10 of the ESA, Since 
individual HCPs can be time consuming and 
costly (Bean et al, 1991), the traditional HCP 
process might override any gains from trading. 
However, a region-wide HCP that established 
a simple trading protocol across the range of 
the RCW would reduce transaction costs 
dramatically by avoiding the need for 
individual HCPs. 

Transaction costs could be reduced 


further if the USFWS instituted a competitive 
bidding process. When a private landowner 
approached the USFWS requesting an 
incidental take permit for a group or groups of 
RCWS, the USFWS would solicit bids from all 
safe harbor landowners and choose the low 
cost landowner(s). The USFWS would 
reserve the right to prohibit trades that it 
deemed would damage recovery efforts. 

In the previous section, I referenced 
several proposed financial incentives for 
endangered species preservation and 
restoration on private lands. If enacted, such 
incentives would complement the trading 
system outlined here. By targeting incentives 
to regions with recovery populations, private 
land opportunity costs in these regions would 
be reduced. Consequently, the market price 
for mitigation in these regions would also be 
reduced, and mitigating landowners would be 
more likely to purchase safe harbor rights in 
these areas. In other words, financial 
incentives would assist the market in reducing 
private land opportunity costs while 
enhancing, perhaps dramatically in some 
regions, recovery efforts. 

CONCLUSION 

This paper summarizes previous 
studies of the opportunity costs of RCW 
preservation on private lands. These studies 
indicate that opportunity costs of RCW 
preservation are dependent on a number of site 
dependent factors. The variability of 
opportunity costs on private lands has 
important implications for RCW preservation. 
First, private land conservation may be able to 
reduce total RCW recovery costs. Second, a 
habitat trading system which exploits 
variability in opportunity costs on private lands 
could reduce preservation costs to private 
landowners. This will, in turn, reduce conflicts 
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with RCW conservation on private lands. 

Conflicts surrounding RCWs (and 
other endangered species) on private lands 
have generated substantial negative political 
fallout for the ESA and have paralyzed efforts 
to authorize and improve the law for species 
and landowners alike. Additionally, political 
pressure on the USFWS increases the 
likelihood that politically expedient HCPs will 
be approved which result in continuing habitat 
losses on private lands. Since many, if not 
most, endangered species require at least some 
private land habitat for their ultimate survival, 
a system which disenfranchises many private 
landowners, as the current ESA and its 
implementation appear to have done, is 
counterproductive, to say the least, to species 
preservation. Thus, environmentalists, private 
landowners and the USFWS should be keenly 
interested in strategies that reduce species 
preservation costs while assisting recovery 
efforts, 
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activists, led by the .Competitive ' iccting endangered species for fear Ihe Environmeritai De/snse Fund. 
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Report from Washington 

Habitat TVading for Red Cockaded Woodpeckers; 
Enhancing Recovery, Reducing Conflicts 


The endangered red-cockaded 
woodpecker {Pkoides borealis) was 
once a common inhabitant of the pine 
forests of the southern United States. 
Red-cockaded woodpeckers (RCWs) 
are cooperative breeders that exca- 
vate nesting cavities in living, mature 
southern pines and require the sparse 
tnidstory conditions created by peri- 
odic. low-intensity fires. While RCW 
groups can be found in most species 
of southern pine, the bird prefers 
longieaf pine [Pinus palustris), once 
the dominant tree species on some 74 
million acres of forestland (Frost 1993; 
Hooper 1988). ReasonsfortheRCW’s 
decline include loss of nesting habi- 
tat, fire suppression, and habitat frag- 
mentation. 

Recovery efforts for the RCW are 
focused on 15 recovery populations 
designated by theU.S. Fish and Wild- 
life Service (USFWS) and correspond- 
ing to the distribution of federal lands 
in the southeast. However, private 
lands can and should play a role in 
recovery of the species for two impor- 
tant reasons. First, for some desig- 
nated recovery populations the fed- 
eral land base is insufficient to sup- 
port the 500 active groups necessary 
for recovery. Second, In several re- 
covery areas there are gaps between 
populations on public lands where the 
intervening land is private. For ex- 
ample, in the Sandhills of North Caro- 
Una, the populations on Fort Bragg 
Military Base and the state-owned 
Sandhills Game Lands are separated 
by several miles of private land. 

While many private lands pro- 
vide critical RCW habitat, preserva- 
tion costs for some landowners can be 
significant. Thus, the dilemma facing 
the USFWS is how to balance the 
needs of both RCWs and private land- 
owners, 

This paper proposes a habitat 
“trading” scheme for RCWs that will 
reduce private land conflicts while 


7 EfK^6ngersdSp6e^^3UPDATS 


advan'**''g recovery .^1“ .'ts in a cost- 
effective manner. Under this pro- 
posal, landowners who wish to "take” 
existing RCW habitat will mitigate 
the loss by purchasing the rights to 
habitat created or restored on other 
private lands. The proposal focuses 
habitat protection efforts on recovery 
populations while at the same time 
insuring that the costs of mitigation 
are relatively low so that habitat trad- 
ing is an economically viable alterna- 
tive. 

Opportunity Costs of RCW 
Preservation 

The cost ofRCWpreservauon isan 
opportunity cost because the landowner 
often must forgo revenue from the mo.st 
profitableuseofaforcsiproperty. Op- 
portunity costs equal the development 
and/or timber value of a propeny minus 
the value as constrained by RCW pres- 
ervation. On land where forestry is the 
profit maximizing land use, the oppor- 
tunity costs of RCW preservation arc a 
function of a number of mostly site 
dependent factors, including tract size, 
stand age, timber prices, site quality, 
and managementobjectives (EDF 1995; 
Cleaves et al. 1994; Roise et al. 1991; 
Lancia etal. 1969; Judge et al. 1964). 
Costs of RCW management on some 
tracts may be small where management 
isdirected atsawtimberproduction and/ 
or where landowners capture signifi- 
cant non-limber values from olderslands 
of fire-maintoined southern pine. 

Previous studies havedemonstrated 
that RCW preservation has rising mar- 
ginal costs (Boyd and Hyde 1989; Judge 
et al. 1984); that is, costs to protect 
individual RCW.groups ih some forest 
stands will be small while costs in oth- 
ers will be larger. Of course, opportu- 
nity costs can change over time depend- 
ing on landowner objectives, timber 
markets, development pressure, and 
other factors. Nonetheless, the variabil- 
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ity in landowner opportunity costs has 
importantpolicy implications. A policy 
that exploits the cost differences among 
landowners will achieve RCW preser- 
vation on private lands in a far more 
cost-effective manner than one that ig- 
nores differences. 

Safe Harbor 

A common complaint about the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) is that it 
penalizes landowners whopraciice good 
.stewardship on their lands by imposing 
land use restrictions should threatened 
orendangered species lakeupresidence. 
In the case of RCWs, landowners have 
both an incentive to harvest timber pre- 
maturely and adi.sinccnliveto bum their 
forestland lest woodpeckers colonize 
their propeny (EDF 1995), In response 
to this criticism, the Environmental De- 
fense Fund and the USFWS developed 
a "safe harbor” habitat conservation plan 
to remove the disincentive to improve 
or restore habitat for listed species. 

Safe harbor was developed for 
RCWs in the Sandhills of North Caro- 
lina and is now being applied in other 
regions and for other species. Underthe 
voluntary program, landowners agree 
to maintain the baseline habitat condi- 
tions on the propeny at the time of the 
agreement and to implement manage- 
ment measures aimed at restoring or 
improving RCW habitat. These mea- 
sures can be as simple as agreeing to 
lengthen rotations and/or to bum por- 
tions of the property. In return, the 
USFWS confers upon the landowner 
the ability to incidentally take all habi- 
tat above the property’s baseline condi- 
tions. For example, if the landowner 
has two groups present at the lime of the 
agreement, then s/he hasabaseline com- 
prised of the nesting and foraging habi- 
tat requirements for two groups. If in 
the future, the landowner should have 
three groups present, s/he is free to 
incidentally take one group. Thus, a 
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safe harbor agreement essentially 
freezes a landowner’s legal obligations 
under the ESA, thereby removing any 
regulatory iinpe<liment to habitat resto- 
ration. 

Under safe harbor, those landown- 
ers who are willing to provide addi- 
tional ROW habitatcan do so and still 
maintain the right to harvest timber or 
develop their property. A safe harbor 
agreement, however, does not solve the 
dilemma of private landowners and de- 
velopers who have high preservation 
costs per group and who therefore wish 
to incidentally take RCW s pursuant to a 
habitat conservation plan (HCP) under 
section 10 of the ESA. 

Some landowners have been al- 
lowed to mitigate the destruction of 
RCW habitat simply by paying for the 
cost of translocating birds to nearby 
federal lands. Such a policy is flawed 
for several, reasons. First, given the 
responsibility ofthcfederal government 
to recover listed species, private land- 
owners should not pay the costs of pro- 
visioning RCW cavity trees on federal 
lands. - Second, merely shifting birds 
from one location to another does not 
address the fundamental problem of the 
woodpecker: lack of suitable habitat. 
Third, translocation will in fact under- 
mine efforts to preserve habitat on pri- 
vate lands by reducing mitigation costs 
to such an extreme that landowners will 
have no incentive to maintain or pre- 
serve habitat through the safe harbor 
program. 

An alternative to the translocation 
strategy is to expand upon the safe har- 
bor program by allowing landowners 
N^ho wish to take RCW habitat to pur- 
chase the rights to safe harbor groups 
created on other private lands. Once 
purchased, these groups would be 
grantedprotectionundertheESA. Habi- 
tat trading would complement federal 
efforts to protect RCWs, provide incen- 
tives to create new RCW habitat on 
private lands, and lower the costs of the 
RCW recovery. 

Habitat Trading 

Transferable credit programs have 
been used frequently as a market-based 
alternative to traditional command- and- 


l/rd 5/7 Af-o fliias 


control environmental regulation. Per- 
haps (he best known example of a trans- 
ferable credit program is sulfur dioxide 
emissions trading instituted as a part of 
(he 1990 Clean Air Act amendments. 
Under the program, companies can 
choose to meet sulfur dioxide emission 
standards through self compliance or by 
purchasing pollution credits from other 
utilities which have exceeded pollution 
control requirements. Underlying such 
a program is the fact that difrerent utill- 
lies have difrerent compliance costs per 
ton of pollution. Companies with high 
costs of compliance are likely to pur- 
chase credits from utilities with lower 
compliance costs. The end result of 
transferable rights programs is that en- 
vironmental objectives are met at a re- 
duced cost to the regulated community. 

Similv to electric utilities, land- 
owners with RCWs Oft their property 
have varyingcostsof compliance. And. 
just as some utilities with more modem 
pollutionabatement technology may be 
able (0 meet sulfur dioxide standards 
with room to spare, landowners with 
low RCW opportunity costs may be 
willingto produce additional RCW habi- 
latundcrthesafeharborprogram. Given 
the right price, these safe harbor land- 
owners will also be willing to relinquish 
their incidental take rights for RCW 
groupscreatedundersafeharbor. Thus, 
a landowner seeking an incidental take 
permit can purchase rights from a safe 
harbor landowner whi^e baseline re- 
sponsibilities are increased accordj ngly . 

The underlying principle for RCW 
habitat trading is that the “take” of pri- 
vate land habitat should be permitted 
only when there is a comparable habitat 
gain made elsewhere; recovery of RCWs 
should not be adversely affected by 
such trades. SincemaintenanceofRCW 
habitat requires prescribed fire, the re- 
cipient landowner would agree to peri- 
odically bum the property as a part of 
the mitigation agreement. The costs of 
such management would be embedded 
in the purchase price of the safe harbor 
groups. Since landowners are not ie- 
gdiy required to implement proactive 
management for listed sjtecies, habitat 
purchased through this proposal would 
actually receive a higher level of pro- 
tection than that afforded under the ESA. 


Trading amonglandowners outside 
of or within recovery populations would 
require a 1 : 1 ratio — one new group pro- 
tected for every group lost. However, 
for mitigating landowners outside of 
designatedrecovery populations, amiti- 
gation ratio of less than 1:1 might be 
i«r.Jtted for trades into recovery popu- 
lations. For example, a landowner who 
wishes to remove two groups from a 
property located outside a designated 
recovery population might be permitted 
to purchase a single group from ; ind- 
owner whose property is within aftcov- 
ery population. 

While a mitigation ratio of less 
than 1:1 would necessarily cause a net 
loss of habitat, such a ratio is justified 
where mitigation improves the prob- 
ability of survival and recovery of a 
designated recovery population. Thus, 
the gain of a single group within a 
recovery population may more than off- 
set the loss of two groups outside a 
recovery population. 

'■ Reducing the mitigation ratio for 
habitat purchases within a recovery 
population willincrease thedemandfor 
private land habitat in these areas. This 
will in turn create an incentive for land- 
owners within a recovery, population to 
engage in habitat restoration. More- 
over, a less than 1 : 1 ratio will reduce the 
costs of mitigation. This is important 
not only because it reduces conflicts 
under the ESA, but also because it pro- 
vides incentives for landowners with 
high preservation costs to choose miti- 
gation raiher than simply “wailing out” 
the loss of RCWs through passive ne- 
glect or fire suppression. 

Two other strategies will further 
reduce mitigation costs without ad- 
versely affecting RCWs. Increasing the 
number of landowners enrolled in the 
safe harbor program will increase com- 
petition for mitigaiion dollars and thus 
reduce the mitigation price. Also, al- 
lowing interstate trades will increase 
the number of possible mitigation sites 
and thereby increase competition for 
mitigation dollars. 

RCW habitat frading will not work 
if transaction costs and landowner un- 
certainly are high. In order to keep 
iransaction costs low, the USFWS 
should consider an overarching HCP 
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for Ihe entire range of the RCW which 
establishes a simple protocol for habitat 
trading. This HCP would negate the 
needforindividuaj HCPs for each trade. 
Such an overaiching HCP will also as> 
sure landowners that the USFWS is 
committed to trading and this will in 
tumreducelandowneruncertainty. The 
USFWS could also faciUtate trading by 
implementing a competitive bidding 
process for mitigation dollars. Finally, 
the USFWS would reserve the right to 
prohibit trading away groups it deemed 
critical to recovery efforts. 

Some private lands with RCWs may 
haveotherlisted species present. Under 
the proposal outlined here, the loss of 
multiple species habitat would have to 
be met by protection of comparable 
habitat created through a multiple spe* 
cies safe harbor agreement on some 
other parcel. In practice, this would be 
difficult to implement because the re- 
cipient safe harbor property would have 
to have the same habitat conditions as 
thepropertyseeking incidental take per- 
mits. Even so, a landowner with mul- 
tiple species could choose to mitigate 
the destruction of RCW habitat by pur- 
chasing RCW safe harbor rights. Such 
atrade would be only onecomponentof 
a broader HCP which addressed the 
habitat losses of other listed species 
found on the properly. As the safe 
harbor program is expanded to other 
species, it may be possible to mitigate 
the loss of multiple species by purchas- 
ing habitat on several properties if a 
single suitable property cannot be found . 
Until this happens or until there is a 
mechanism under the ESA to conduct 
interspecies habitat trading, a multiple 
species trade may be beyond the scope 
of the framework presented here. 

Conclusion 

Several statewide coalitions com- 
prised of a broad array of interests are 
:urrently discussing habitat conserva- 
Jon planning for RCWs. As these coa- 
litions formulate strategies for dealing 
vith RCWs on private lands, they will 
teed to examine a fiamework for miti- 
gating the loss of private land habitat. 
Due such strategy, translocation of birds 
Tom private onto public land, reduces 


landowner conflict at the expense of 
RCW recovery and private land conser- 
vation efforts. The habitat trading pro- 
posal outlined here also reduces ESA 
conflicts by lowering the costs of RCW 
mitigation to private landowners. How- 
ever, more importantly, this habitat trad- 
ing proposal complements federiu re- 
covery efforts by giving landowners 
enrolled in the safe harbor program, 
especially those within recovery popu- 
lations, an incentive to restore and pro- 
tect habitat. 
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Saving forests, 
earning credits 

Many environmentalists are implacably opposed to awarding 
credits under the Kyoto Protocol for "avoided deforestation” 
But Robert Bonnie and Mike Coda argue that the 
Protocol can and should address the issue 


O ne of the key areas of dis- 
agreement between the 
United States and the European Union 
regarding rules to implement the Kyoto 
Protocol centres on carbon sinks: specifical- 
ly the degree to which industrialised coun- 
tries be able to count land use activities that 
tegitimatcly reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions and/or increase carbon storage in 
soils and trees towards meeting their GHG 
emissions targets. 

While much of the debate centres on the 
treatment of forests in the United States, the 
US and the EU also disagreed on the role of 
forests in the Protocol's Clean Development 
Mechanism (CDM). 

In the climate calks in The Hague last 
November, several European negotiators 
argued 'that the issues of measurement 
uncertainty, the raversibifity of carbori 
sequestration and a potential Influx of cheap 
GHG credits from land-use projects should 
exclude land use from the CDM (where 
Industrialised nations can earn carbpn cred- 
its by Investing in projects In developing 
countries that reduce or avoid GifiGs). , 
But this Is a mistake, The CDM holds the 
promise of addressing tropical deforestation, 
which currently contributes approximately 
20% of global human-induced GHG emis- 
sions. By placing an economic vaiue on 
threatened, standing forests through inclu- 
sion in a GHG emissions trading market, the 
CDM could spur efforts to reduce defor- 
estation and, in so doing, protect the climate. 

in a recent article in Environmental 
Finance (December 2000-jariuary 200 1 , page 
14), Richard Sander argued that while refor- 
estation and afforestation should qualify 
under the CDM, avoided deforestation cur- 
rently poses too many problems for inclu- 
sion. 

We would argue that both the EU’s con- 
cerns and Sander's can dearly be addressed 
with appropriate accounting rules and envi- 
ronmental standards. Such rules have already 
been put forward by some of the developing 


countries that favour the inclusion of avoid- 
ed deforestation In the Protocol and by var- 
ious environmental groups, including our 
own. In fact, the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Ciimate Change (IPCC) report, Land Use, 
Land Use Change and Forestry, released last 
year, strongly suggests that forestry and land 
use projects can be designed In ways that 
provide lasting benefits to both die atmos- 
phere and the forest. 

There are two commonly feared per- 
verse outcomes from the Indusion of avoid- 
ed deforestation in' the CDM. First is that the 
indusion of conservation of threatened 
forests will precipitate a tidal wave of cheap 
credits that will swamp the market. This is a 
fer-feiched scenario. 

T he Nature Conservancy has been 
Involved in a substantial reforesta- 
tion project in Bolivia, the Noe! 
Kempff Ciimate Action Project. 
This project provided funding to protect 
almost 1 .5 miilion acres of endangered forest 
with the carbon benefit measured against 
data-driven baselines for the region.Thc rate 
per acre of avoided carbon emissions in the 
project would require an area 2.5 times that 
of Central America to generate credits equal 
to 10% of the US reduction commitment 
under the Protocol. 

Given the difficulties of putting together 
projects, significant impacts on the market 
from including forest protection appear 
unlikely.'Thus, it would not hold the market 
bock if negotiators decided to cap the 
amount of credits available through this 
mechanism at a relatively low level in the 
first commitment period. 

The other major concern is that 
landowners may attempt to claim credits for 
forests that are not realiy threatened. This 
can be addressed by limiting projects to 
areas where there b a clear trend, support- 
ed by data, of deforestation. 

European negotiators may have seen this 


issue as similar to the argument over land 
use In the US, in that case, however, the US 
sought credit for domestic land use activities 
projected to occur whether .or not the 
Protocol enters into force, In the case of 
forests and the CDM, the projects wouid 
have to be additional to w'hac would happen 
otherwise. 

So what to dof Some analysts, such as 
Sandor, have argued for a compromise: allow 
reforestation activities to count under the 
CDM and wait to include conservation of 
threatened forests for a iater commitment 
period. But such a compromise offers the 
worse possible outcome: providing no 
incentives to protect forests and address 
the emissions resulting from their destruc- 
tion yet incentivising the levelling of more 
native forests to clear the way for new plan- 
tations. 


I n this way, the Protoco! could in fact spur 
the loss of additional forest land. Such an 
outcome is far from impossible: witness 
Indonesia where government incentives 
spurred the clearing of native forests and the 
establishment of puipwood pJantations, 

The negotiations in The Hague did noth- 
ing to increase our confidence that such an 
outcome can be easily avoided. The compro- 
mise text offered by president |an Pronk 
ruied out threatened forest protection while 
including reforestation projects in the 
absence of any standards or rules ensuring 
GHG benefits. Such a system would have 
allowed reforestation projects on recently 
deforested lands without any accounting of 
the emissions from their deforestation. 

While reforestation projects can he 
designed with substantial environmental ben- 
efits, the risks of' perverse outcomes from 
including reforestation in the Protocol are 
undoubtedly greater than those associated 
with the inclusion of conservation of threat- 
ened forests. 

If there’s one silver lining from our col- 
lective failure in The Hague it i,s that the 
international community 'has a chance to 
take a step back and reassess the role of 
forests in climate change. 14 miilion hectares 
of tropica! forests - and countless species, 
and the way of life of indigenous peoples - 
are lost annually. 

Uicimateiy, forest destruction happens 
because people and countries are often 
unable to benefit fully from the services to 
the gioba! environment provided by their 
standing forests. The Kyoto Protocol pro- 
vides a unique opportunity to value forests 
as forests. Those of us who believe that envi- 
ronmental markets are a superior way to 
address climate change should stand and 
fight for the world’s forests. li 

Robert Bonn/e fe an economist at Environ, ’nenfo! 
Defense, a New York-hased environmenial 
organisthn, and Mike Coda is vice president of 
the climate chonge programme at The Nature 
Conservancy, a conservation organisation based 
in Arlington, Virginia. E-mail: Robert_bonnie@ 
onvironmentaldefense.org, , mcodfl@tnc.org 
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A New Regular Fea^e! 

the CEO 


Krysta Harden 
answers your 
tough quesdona 



( Wbit it the »UtuB of NACD*t re- 
Utiooihip with USDA’e Natural 
Reuurcee Coiuervatton Sendee ? 
■ Excelieotl NACD and NRCS signed 
a coopendve agreement m June that 
calls for our two organixadoni to coDtinue our 
historical working relaiioQship. NACD and 
NRCS together will condoue to address key is- 
sues that impact Conservation Districts and our 
mutual custoroers. Coounuokation between 
NACD and NRCS is as strong as ever with regu- 
lar call s and meetingB with Chief Knight and his 
staff. NACD values ia relationship with NRCS 
sod will make sure it stays effective and pro- 
ductive for both organiaatio&a. 

Will NACD commiltM meet this 
* ye*r? 

A m As with 2003. bud^l constralnU are 
■ inplac<far2004a&dfundmgrorcom' 
mioee meetings is linuted. Ihe ctxipoBtive sgtee- 
mcDt between NACD and the l^reat Service 
does allow for a meeting of ihePimst Resourees 
Comminee. currenilyscheduledfor August The 
agreement betweeo NACD, the Forest Service 
and the Bureau of Land Management provides 
funding for Eevironment and Resources Policy, 
Graeiog and Public Lands, Urban Coninumity Re- 
sources and Water Resourees Coinmittc«,s. All 
fourcommitiees are involved in irepleneatirg our 
biomass proiecta. There is also funding available 
for a meeting of the chairs of the five commit- 
tees nwotioned above plus the chair of the Dis- 
ctict Openuaoos ComnaOee, which will take place 
with agency officials in Washington, DC. NACD 
is still seeking possible fundiog fora face-u>-face 
meeting of the District Operatioas, AghcultunJ 
Land Resource, and Education Conmuttces. Tire 
Stewardship Contmiuee will use reveaues gen- 
erated from sales of maieriah to support a meet- 
ing of die group dus year. 

fi Who are the NACD staff and what 
are Ihalr respoBsibilidee? 

■ Below is an alphabetical hstofNACD 
■ $tBffandtiileaacc<»diQgu>]DcaDOD. 
Key leBpoasihiiities and contact info are listed 
ai: www.Dacdaet.org/duectoiy/Who2caU.htia. 


NACD (WsahlogtoD, DC): 

Naomi Davis, Receptionist; Bob Doucette, Di- 
PBctor of Operations; Rkh Ducstohaus. Direc- 
tor of Govcmroeai ASain; Krysta Harden, Chief 
Esecutive OfScer, Eogene Lamb. Senior Policy 
Analyst; I^ure McNl^ol, Govenunent Af&lis 
Grassroots Comdioalxir Dvfene Robbioa, Direc- 
of CommuiiicatioDs; Kami WUliaiiia. Mem- 
ber Data Manager 

NACD (Rcglonaj Offices): 

Deb Bogar, Regional RetHosentative, Northern 
Plains and Southwestern Regions (Denver, CO); 
Qmsta Joncfl, Regbnal Rqiresemadve, North 
Central Region (Fraiiklin, IN); Beth Mason. Ad- 
miniscrative Assistant 

NACD (Leagne City, TX): 

Maxine Mathis, Customer Service; Alice 
Westmoreiand. Production Service 
Cnc (W. La&ycHe, IN): 

John Hassell, Executive Director; Karen 
Scanlon, Communications Diiectre ; Thminy Tby- 
lor, Systems Manager. Jemka Woods, Orders/ 
.Accounang Specaiis: 
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A New Regular Feature! 


tia CiO ^ 


KrystaHaniea 
answers your 
tough questions. 





» Why should I attend NACD’s an* 
nual meeting? 

A g NACD's 2005 meeting wili be its 59“* 
I annual meecing-almost 60 years of 
bringing the top leaders in conservation together 
for a week of discussion, debate and learning. 
The annual meeting is die best opportunity ^ 
year long to networic widi coUeagueg, to be ex> 
posed to fresh ideas and new technologies in con- 
servation, and to hear from national leaders 
within the federal government and the private 
seooi about emerging trends and policy priori- 
ties. It is a week not to be missed if you are 
passionate about conservation and want to put 
your passion to work! 

^ Wliy do customers have to prepay 
H. for products purchased from the 
Service Center Online store? 

A l NACD recently adopted a policy of 
■ requiring prepayment for products to 
help beoer manage its frnances while meeting 
payment expectations of its online store partners. 
This policy is in line with industry standard sales 
practices. We accept Visa, Mastercard and Ameri- 
can Express as forms of payment (piefened) as 
weU as {xq^ymentby check (albough this method 
results in shipping delays). We have received posi- 
tive feedback on the onlii^ stcoe and are confrdent 
out customers will ad^ to the new policy while 
enjoying the expanded product oSaingsPlease visit 
the store at www»pacdnetOTg. 

^ Cao you explain NACD*8 budget 
' process and how district officials 

can stay apprised? 

A B NACD officers and executive board 
■ members have pledged to conduct an 
open and transparent budget process. Our 2005 
budget process got underway in August when 
the NACD officers received staff budget re- 
quests. A mailing to the NACD Board of Direc- 
tors. Executive Board and state leadership fol- 
lowed in early September regarding the status of 
the 2005 budget Theofficers then met inmid-Sep- 
tember to review the status of the 2004 budget and 
to develop a draft 2005 but^et for approval by the 
executive board at their Oember 8 meeting. Once 
revised and approved, the executive board tiien 

recoininend a final 2005 budget to the board of di- 
rectors at their October 9 meeting. 

Every region has a voice on the executive board 
and every state has a member and alternate on 
the board of directors. Each district ofricial is wel- 
come to provide input to their state and NACD 
leadership regarding our budget process. 


A New Reguiar Feature! 


,.r^‘|h ^ lUs Ifl oiy flnt opportunity to Bltead 
th« NACD aoniuJ meeting. Wbat 
docs tfac rtglfttntioa fee cover? 

A a The registmion fee for NACD’s an- 
ti nualmeedoghelpstocoverthevanety 
of expenses necessary to present a very pro- 
fessiooa] and worthwhile meeting. Bxamples 
include ibe costs of having high profile speak- 
ers, educational wofiuhopc and enteruirunenc, 
as well as covering mundane costs like audio 
visual equipment, supplies and planning re- 
sources. Again this year then will be a wel- 
come reception for at] attendees, and for the 
first time, a free Internet cafd for meeting 
participantB. NACD is comoutmd to keqring our 
registration fee in Uoe with expenses and to en- 
suring it ia a good investment for all attendeea. 
We encourage all diaerictsiiuperv ison, directors, 
manegen, empioyeea and partners to join us in 
Atlartta in Fetwu^. Our 2005 annual meeting 
is shaping up to be one of the best sessions yet! 

% Ta NACD iovolved ia coaserva- 
. % id tlon educatioo? 

A a NACD is very involved in cooBOvation 
■ educBtiOB in varying ways and at vary- 
ing levels. Education is often most effective at 
the local level and NACD has long supported 
(he development and use of NACD steward- 
ship moftruls in the classroom. Enviictbon is the 
coreerstone education inogram for conservation 
distrtcu and NACD continuee to be a strong 
advocate and partner in this prognm, (The last 
edition of Newt and Views feanired a front page 
story on the 2004 winDcns.) NACD is also is- 
vnived in conservadoo education by hosting a 
college-age totem in our Washington office. Each 
semester, NACD works with the Washington 
Center to identify outstanding y<»ing adults to 
learn and work io our office. Many of our is- 
terns have gone on to impressive }6bt in envi- 
lonmeniaL conficrvatioa and education fields. For 
example, our 2004 suffiitur intent. Alisha Spears, 
recently joined the water resources staff of the 

Ihruiessee Valley Aulhority. NACD also works 
in educating and infbmuiig decision makers at 
all leveb and hopes to use the U.S.Landcaie ini- 
tiative to help further educate die general public 
fegaidbg the good works iff private tandownen. 

How U imptementatioo of (be Re- 
^ ^ gloiuU Support Plan progresaiiig? 

A I Very well. Region kados have takeo this 
■ process veay seriously and are making 
careful and ffiougfatful ]vognss.The North 
Cenlml and Nortbero Plains are moving foward 
with carrcni staff and have very strong 
workplans that are well underway. The 
Southeastern Region had a number of resumes 
submioed during (heir seareh and will conduct 
interviews the first weeivnd of December. That 
region hopes to have a full-tune staff person on 
board in early January. The Southwestern uid 
Pacific Regions have woricplans and are moving 
forward with getting a person hired by early 
January, as well. The South Cenual Region is 
currently accepting lesiunea ft» a part-time 
person ^d mil coodoa interviews in mid- 
Jamiary. The Norlheasteni Region is close to 
finalizmga workplan aitd will be moving forward 
with their aefi vibes. 
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'rhis marks the debut of a new columiv bj^ N^ACD 
CEO Krysta Harden who witf shsrc wUh , 

in each issue her unique |>erspedive ^ iho m- 
tioiul association that she oversee* end, (hn),re|h 
resents (he nation's 3,000 

Here she wiU at tempi to nthke her ibougt^.» 

2004 was a year of change for NACD 
and for me. Although we could focus 
on the challenges and trials of the 
year. I choose to instead be thankiul 
for the successes and progress we 
made in conservation. In spite of times 
of tight budgets and political fighting, 
were able to make significant contri- 
butions for our natural resources. 
Highlights of the year include imple- 
mentation of the Conservation Secu- 
rity Program (finally), the establish- 
ment of new grant programs for Inno- 
vative technologies and cooperative 
partnerships, new enrollment opportu- 
nitlea in the Conservation Reserve pro- 
gram, a fix of the long standing tech- 
nical assistance problem, and the 
i codification of a new exciting partner- 
ship for NACO with the Bureau of Land 
Management and the Forest Service. 
All things considered, it was a good 
year for conservation and for conser- 
vation districts. 

2005 offers many of the same bud- 
get and policy challenges, but the new 
year will also bring new opportunities 
and possibilities for NACD and dis- 
tricts. We will have a new Secretary 
of Agriculture and other major appoint- 
ments that will be critical to the de- 
velopment of national land use and 
conservation policies. The elections 
brought several fresh ^es to Capitol 
HUl, cuid we have the opportunity to 
establish addltlona) champions of con- 
servation as there are several new 
committee chairmen and ranking 
members that will oversee conserva- 
tion-related legislation. 

rntemally, your national association 
is becoming stronger and more effec- 
tive. We have additional regional staff 
to help expand our outreach and 
strengAen our voice. Wc are improv- 
ing our own budget situation and mak- 
ing better financial decisions. We are 
forming exciting coalitions and devel- 
oplng productive new partnerships. 

While success will not come easily 
in 2005, I am excited about what we 
can accomplish with the power of a 
unified voice and a consistent mes- 
sage. We have the power... to make 
change, to protect what is Important 
to us, to Influence decisions and to get 
results. 

2005 is going to be a great year for 
conservation- 1 can Just feel Itl We 
are off to a terrific start with our an- 
nual meeting in Atlanta. It is a per- 
fect opportunity to refocus our atten- 
tion and energies on the challenges 
that lie ahead. 
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NACD CEO Krysta Harden shares 
in this coiutnn her unique pa^Q|i;ilve <C}h ihe na- 
tional association that she oversee^ and that rep. 
resents the nation’s 3,000 conservaiff^ dlstrictk 


Here she will attempt to fiDr Htoughlt . 



Does anyone know you are doing a 
good Job If no one knows what you are 
doing? I would an answer “NO." 

Since Joining NACD, I have been 
frustrated with our lack of a consis- 
tent external communications pro- 
gram. We do so many great things and 
make a difference in conservation 
policy and programs, yet many people 
are not aware of our activities. 

NACD has a long established inter- 
nal communications ^tem that is rec- 
ognized and used by our districts and 
partners. News &.Views. eNotes, Con- 
servation Briefs, as well as BiifferNotes 
and Forestry Notes, all provide excellent 
outreach to our membership and part- 
ners. However, we have not placed the 
same emphasis on external communi- 
cation, allowing others to “fill the space" 
with their messages. 

While many may not see the prob- 
lem in this situation and may even 
question the need for focusing on ex- 
ternal audiences, 1 would challenge 
that we have the responsibility to pro- 
vide a voice for local conservation at 
the national level. If NACD does not 
provide that message, others will All 
the void and may not necessarily rep- 
resent our concerns or our interests. 
And. many doing the talking may actu- 
ally have conflicting messages that 
I could set the tone and direction of the 
; conservation debate. 

One of my goals is to improve 
NACD’s outreach and communications 
by establishing additional opportunities 
for promoting NACD’s activities and pri- 
orities with targeted audiences Includ- 
ing decision-makers, concerned citi- 
zens and the media. We are making a 
significant difference at the local level 
and in the national policy arena, but 
we have to tell our story if we e^qject 
others to recognize our efforts and fol- 
low our lead. 

As we move forward In revitalizing 
NACD. I believe we must make exter- 
nal communications the priority that 
our internal outlets already enjoy. It 
should not be a choice between the two 
but we must instead insist our com- 
munications tools compliment each 
other and re-enforce the strong con- 
servation message of NACD. 
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NACD CEO Kiysta Harden shares with roarers 
in this column her unique pei*s^®;tive on the na- i 
donal association that she oversees ani that 
resents the nation’s 3,000 conservation di^tiictsl 
Here she will attempt to msii? hgf thpt^lM^... i 



I grew up in a very flat part of 
South Georgia. No mountains or even 
hills. So as a child when I visited Provi- 
dence State Park or what we call the 
“UtUe Grand Canyon’ in Richland, Geor- 
gia, I had much to see and learn. 

One of my favorite memories was my 
mother teaching my younger sister 
and me about echoes. I had read and 
seen In movies how sound could 
bounce ofif of tall buildings or moun- 
tains to make an echo, but had never 
had the experience myself. 

Mama stood in the bottom of what 
was to me a very deep canyon and yelled 
my name. I Just loved hearing it echo 
many times over. I begged her to do it 
again and again. The sensation of hear- 
ing the message repeated again made 
me feel important and powerful! 

Being a part of a national association 
like NACD Is being part of an echo. Our 
message is repeated over and over to 
customers, community leaders, policy 
makers and partners. Tliefxjwerofthat 
"echo" and its message for protecting, 
preserving and conserving our natural 
resources makes NACD a critical voice 
in Federal polI<y deliberations. 

During our recent Spring Legislative 
Conference, over 250 conservation dis- 
trict leaders and partners echoed simi- 
lar messages through out the Halls of 
Congress. Elxplalnlng, educating and 
repeating the important messages of 
districts and NACD. The results of the 
conference and the power of the echo 
will be felt through out the entire year 
because the message continues through 
activities and actions at the district, state 
and national level. 

NACD remains strong and is getting 
stronger because we use our collective 
voice to make a difference for conserva- 
tion. Be a part of the difference, be part 
of the echo for conservation! 
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NACD CEO Krysta Harden shares witkreac^ in 
this column her unique perspeSiJVn^gn A® 
association that she oversees aii^ t^t 
the nation’s 3,000 conservation dis 
Here she will attempt to 1 


^sta 

ar 


'i 
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A district official called this 

week to tell me that her district was 
going to pay quota for the first time in 
a long time. She told me the district 
leadership was pleased with the chang- 
es at NACD and wanted to be a part of 
what was happening with the national 
association. She was so excited and I 
was tool 

Sure it is just one district out of al- 
most 3000. However, having even one 
district recognize the renewed com- 
mitment of NACD leadership and staff 
to move the national association in 
a more positive and pro-active direc- 
tion.... it is exciting. And, to modify 
a popular television commercial... it 
takes one district at a time to make 
this orgaiuzation strong, self-sufficient 
emd effective. 

By paying quota a district invests 
in the many programs and commit- 
ments of NACD. It helps support the 
activities of the association including 
(but not Umited to); 

• Qualified national AND regional 
staff 

• Activities and travel of elected offi- 
cers and Executive Board members 

• Development of stewardship, edu- 
cation and training materials 

• Communication tools including the 
website. News & Views, eNotes and 
Briefs 

• A voice in the national debate re- 
garding the direction of conserva- 
tion programs and policies. 

Yes, I do believe every district’s in- 
volvement is important to the viability 
and success of NACD. A district paying 
quota for the first time in a long time 
is significant and makes me smile. I 
know that homes are built one brick at 
a time and NACD is made stronger one 
district at a time. 




MAWSOKrptaHmimutmmwitttrmdmlntfi^a^ugm 
ommm. Km ite m0 to mtit her ftagte.. 


MACD hooted ito iat Conpwsioiwl twa to wWi toe* tappit si &» Soaft 

Data** A*wd*ioB of Coiaemttwi t>tetkto--e*iial*«^sesf lilt itoff tew to* bmn 

on !M (rf prioidtlM Am ctntosig to |i!ACD%i^ tj^pftWtoite^’in'amial iraditton. 

Wc tound weten Soitto Dakota to three«ii^e#(»to^ « group of Icates 

«k>st ai^cal ctnuenraiion touea impacitog toiiwnv nnchen and concerned nttona to 
toe (c^Qn. The siaffete interacted with lantonmeti,’ ito pHtnoa and district acnplqms 

• Sui^ it wm m inviWhMnt dt toBe,i|Qd moiMwiAd ftto^iimmioecaa^ townii^ 
ttmever, it wm weU li cf toildi Me 

ondersiandtog of conservation distdcia and d^ rede to afdvtogjpcoUana and facUiteilne 
piutoeeshi|i«.The partidpante wUttd^Kss conlieriniitor.jNdi^'dadtf^to iw fatora mi 
a Mdid tom of retoeno^ better ct^^K^’and Wro ng e r m teuw. 

. We weed to take advastoigt of nt^loippca^^ttet aw of, 

fon alnM% conduct touia^and X e^^^iragi|mm(^|^dbtoand slate Mwda- 

tioia to readh out to the mentoo^*^ ototo ddega* 

ions. Invite them to field days and^ioj^ announcamp^iiii^ provide targeted aciiv 
ides whra possible. i ^ V > 

. Our tovmid^ nuke deciatonsV^’f^dkOybii^ tort ^W^mmeltelbgetotoeissup’'’ 
. '..port rt toidsiep ttou^^we^nnirt fiiat;:^im and^facrti^irt^fd^MCongress-W tortr<- 
stafiabout tod-cfiM:and.aocten|^b^a^ta oratoseivMl|!^i|iirta. Bducatton timtSrs 
simply cannot be a one tone afiato-^G^ must be ongoii^ ^toder to stay current and 
be elective. '"'4 . • -’r ' '■ • . ' 

Through succesaful demonstration 6t the results of ourteaditrtiip to conservafion tt 
ta local ievrt we will gain not only the attention of our bnvmakers but also their 
r^pect Make toai connection, invest toe tone and eftot wd we will all see the ;^-«iltsl 
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MCO CfO Krysta Harden shares mh readers In ihh colomn her un/que perspective on 
The national modation that she oversees. Here she will attempt to milte her thoitghvs... 


Litely nwny consen-ation district leaders and employees have 
asked me why N ACD is so heavily Involved in the devetopmcnl and 
implementation of the next farm bill 

At first I was surprised t?y the questions and comments, espedaliy 
knowing of NACD's involvement in past farm bills. After some 
thought I realir.ed that those of us who are verj' involved in policy 
and the inne^ workings of Wa.slungton were taking for granted our 
level of underslaixling of the value and importance of the conserva- 
tion programs and pcthdes set forth in the farm bill 

First, let's think about the big picture. The land area of the United 
States is about 2.3 billion acres; about 7l % of this area is in non- 
Fcderal and most of that is in rural land uses— mostly forest land, 
rangeland and cropland. This means nearly 1.6 billion acres are 
potentially impacted by the provisions and programs established 
by the farm bill. 

Initially, the farm bill was designed to provide stability and mar- 
ket .support for farmers In 1985, it was expanded to indude pro- 
grams that support the investment in and partidpation of producers 
w'ho want to proled their most fragile lands and other natural 
resources. 

Over the la.st 2fl-plus years, the farm bill has gmwn to include a 
variety of consorvmtion programs and policies Usat provide both 
technical and finandal assistance to landowmcrs and operators 
acro.s.s the country. 

When these practices are used on farms and nanches to Improve 
the heahh atad quality of llac soil, water, air and Ivabitat for avildlife, 
they impact the entire w'atershed, not just one particular farm or 
ranch, 'fhe benefits are enjoyed by the people in both rural and 
urban areas that drink the water, eat the f<»d produced and breathe 
the air. 

At first glance, it might seem that farm bills are for the few. 
However, in reality, they are for all of us who care about the environ- 
ment and stability, who want to have a safe and abundant food sup- 
ply and who are concerned about the sustainability of our natural 
resources. 

The farm bill is certainly not the only fcxleml legislation that 
affects impacts conservation dlstricte or panluccrs and it is not 
N.ACD's only priority. Howeva', because of the impact it does have 
on all of us, it wdl remain one df this assodation's awjor pdicy 
eSorts. .As a leader in con.<erv’ation, get involved in the develrpment 
a!xi implementation of the next farm bill, .\fter ail, it imp.icts YOU, 
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NACO CEO Krysta Harden sharei with readers m tte cofumn her un/que pmpective on the 
national assodatton that she oversee. Here she will attempt to make her thoughts... 


x'^Lisia L-iear 


lV/»i> inspin'i ifoii? 

For the last three and half years, I 
have written and talked often about 
the people who have inspired my love 
of the land. My great Uncle Harry, 
who loved the land only second to 
God and family; my Mama who 
taught me the value of our soils and 
the importance of the land to our fami- 
ly; and the soybean growers 1 worked 
for who used good conscivation pmc- 
ticcs to enhance their operations. 

While I have been fortunate to have 
these folks provide the foundation for 
my life and career, 1 know it is imptw- 
tant to continue to have role models 
and inspiration. 

This past week during a planning 
meeting of the Executive Board, 1 real- 
ized the NACD Officers and 
Executive Board provide much of my 
current inspiration. The association 
asks these leaders to not only serve on 
their local boards, providing input 
and guidance to their communities, 
but to also advise and direct the 
financial and operational direction of 
the national organization, 


These folks not only help me run 
this operation, they also have fami- 
lies, businesses and commitments of 
their own. During breaks at our meet- 
ing, talk cpiickly shifted from balance 
sheets and official policies to chatter 
about families, the weather, new 
trends and ideas and questions 
regarding the future of consovation. 

While they come Irom different 
parts of the country and have differ- 
ent backgrounds, they all share the 
passion and commitment to the con- 
servation district system and to the 
national association. They are bound 
by that belief that what we do in con- 
servation not only matters to their 
families but to everj'one's family. 

I left our three-day meeting drained 
from long hours and tedious work 
but also impircd and e.vciled about 
the future of NACD. These folks 
helped me renew the reasons I want- 
ed to work for NACD in the first 
place — they helped me remember it is 
always about the land and using all of 
our resources wisely. 
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NACD CEO Krysta Harden shares with readers in thh column her unique perspectr/e on the 
national association that she orersees Here she will attempt to make her thoughts... 


Z' 5 ^ 



/Inc t/ou iJt the Tnble? 

“If you are not at the table you are most likely on the menu," 

While 1 cannot take credit for this clever saying (it was used by a 
speaker at NACD's Forest Resources Committee meetingl 1 sure like 
using it! 

It says so much regarding the reasons we must be involved in key 
issues at the local, state and federal level. I have always been told 
those who show up make the decisions, and I have found that to be 
true during my career In Washington, D.C. 

All major fK>Ucy decisions, whether on Capitol Hi!! or by the 
Executive Branch, are made with input and involvement from those 
parties who take the time and make the effort to participate in the 
process. Sometimes it is the late-night decision that can make a 
tremendous difference in the direction of a provision or major policy. 
And, If you are not there to provide your input, the outcome may go 
another way. 

NACD has long been a leader in the development of conserv'atlon 
policy. This nteans not only attending countless meetings, planning 
sessions and discussions In Washington, but it alst> mearw full partic- 
ipation by our members. 

Decision makers look to tiiose organizations that are truly commit- 
ted to an issue. They want to know which groups will spend the 
long hours of preparation, will respond to questions with little 
notte, will provide real world examples in a timely manner and 
w}u> provide consistent positions and balanced input. 

If we expect to impact decisions, to be effective and to make a dif- 
ference in conservation policy, we must be at the table. Sometimes 
being at the table is a true sacrifice of time, financial resources and 
requires focus and commitment. 

For over 70 years, conservation districts have worked to make 
certain local leaders were involved in major coirservation decisions. 
Honor this legacy and protect the future of conservation policy by 
staying off the menu and at the decision making tablet 
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A Time for Gifts 

I love gifts. I love to give gifts and to get gifts. Just the whole 
idea of gifts makes me ^ppj'. Tliis tin'je of year between 
Thanksgiving and Christmas, I spend a lot of time making lists of 
people I want to remember, and I make even a list to share with 
my husband and parents of things I just might "need" this year. 

However, as I was thinking almut a gift list for this holiday 
season, my mind wandered not to lists of dothes, ^vdry and 
purses but instead to the 509 Capitol Court Campaign. Of 
course, this list is not for me but instead for our Association, 

The improvements listed below will help with the safety, ener- 
gy effidcncy and utilization of our very fine building; 

1 . A conference rcxim large enough to a<xommodate the 
NACD staff 

2. Carpet that is not frayed, faded or stained 

3. Double pane windows that save energy 

4. A connecting staircase between floors that does not 
require going outside no matter the weather — be it rain, 
sleet or snow 

5. Updated bathrooms that indude doors that allow privacy 
and toilets that flush properly 

6. Hot water In the main level bathroom 

7. Storage and work area on one level 

8. New paint for all rooms — some of which have not been 
painted for 20 yems 

9. Better utilization of work spaces to accommodate staff 
and contractors 

10. Improved accessibility for all visitors 

Tlris year when you are struggling with what to give that spe- 
dai someone, make a donation to the H)9 Capitol Court 
Campaign in their honor or memory. Remember, no gift is too 
small and they rue tax deductible! Happy giving. 
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NAG) CfO KrysU Harden shares with readers in this column her uniQue perspective on 
the nathr\al association that she oversees. Here she will attempt to make her thoughts... 

I I 1-^ 1 I Vw- W- i i 

why do we still give awards? 

As we wrestle with securing nominations for NACD 
awards, we often ask why we still give out awards. Aren't 
they old school? Does anyone still care about getting them? 

These are good questions that we should ask and 
answer. Over the last couple of years, NACD has used a 
critical eye to review what type of awards and the number 
of awards we give out. This attention allowed the associa- 
tion to better focus its awards and to recognize those who 
deserve it the most. 

Even if we limit awards, I feel it is important to recognize 
those doing the very best work within our communities. 
Corporations still give merit awards and bonuses for extra 
efforts and the federal government has a number of presti- 
gious awards. There are movie awards, book awards, music 
awards and many more. 

People should be honored for their achievements and 
they should be thanked for their commitment. So many of 
our true leaders never get the credit they deserv'e. They are 
not doing the work to be honored or thanked; they do the 
work because it needs doing and they feel they have the 
responsibility to make sure it is done. 

1 am pleas^ NACD still takes the time to honor our 
leaders both as individuals and as conservation districts. It 
is a small but meaningful way to say thank you for extra 
efforts and to make sure the work is not unnoticed by peers 
or the public. 

Enjoy the center section of this edition of NACD Nsxvs & 
Viavs. It focuses on this year's award winners. Let's give 
them a pat on the back, they are getting results for all of us. 
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NACD CEO Krysta Harden shares with readm in this column her unique perspective on the 
national association that she oversees. Here she wilt attempt to make her thoughts... 


xfiisia Cea!" 


Another NACD annual meeting has come and gone. It is amazing 
to me how quickly the week passes and how much is accomplished 
in a short time. 1 just regret that every single conservation district 
official and employee cannot attend. 

This year was an unusual year as we dealt with the loss of our 
President Olin Sims. We honored OUn as our leader and our friend 
and tried our best to remember he would expect us to do our job in 
spite of the situation. 

During the conference, the Board of Directors elected someone to 
fulfUl the rest of Olln's term. John Redding from Georgia was given 
the ultimate honor of being asked to represent all conservation dis- 
tricts' interests and concerns. John, while hating the reason for the 
election, accepted the responsibility graciously and moved from 
being Secretary/ Treasurer to President of NACD. There have been 
less than 20 people who have held this position in the history of the 
oiganiaation. It is not an easy task or one to be taken lightly, and 
John kttows that better than anyotre. 

As we are forced to move forward without Olin and are made to 
look to the future, we do so with the knowledge that NACD is never 
about one person or one idea. We are stronger because of our leaders 
and we benefit from the time they share with us. Sometimes that 
time Is cut short and we feel cheated, but no matter the amount of 
the time of service, It is the quality of service from our leaders that 
we appreciate. 

As John begins his year as President of NACD, I encourage you 
to send a note of encouragement or a call of thank you for his time 
vind sacrifice. .Meetings do come and go, but the lasting impact of 
our leaders keeps our association strong, hx'used and effective. 
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NACD CEO KrysU Hatden scares with readers in this column her unkfue pmpectim on 
the nsthnsl asscKiation that she ovmees. Here she will attempt to make her thoughts... 




- 


ta 



"What in the world Ls NACD getting invtJved in climate change?" 

"Why Isn't NACD mote involved with climate change issiies?" 

I’ve bcenaiked both of these questions by members of our Board recently. 
The climate change debate is one that brin^ out both sides of our member- 
ship, and as is scanetunes the case, our incmbar.s' vims differ. 1 think discus- 
sion among our ranks can be good and healthy and can lead to a stronger 
understending of the issues and a more active membership. 

Many conservation districts are at the cutting edge of this comprehensive 
and challenging is.sue. Leadcis across the country are realizing that the 
lengthy debate regarding climate change will exmtinue and there are gesng 
to be teasaiable arguments on both sides of the issue. 

Conservation districts leaders may disagree with some of is.sues regarding 
the impacts of climate change and even question some of the causes and 
effects. However, most do reargnia? the qaportunity for motivating 
landowners to install new practices and innovative technologies. In some 
cases, districts just need to encourage landowmers to continue to do what 
they have been dcirg. There is also great opportunity for amservatiun dis- 
tricts to expand their outreach and visibility. 

Check out the center spread article of this issue of News & Wric s for 
details regarding ccmservation districts' work as aggregators and verifieT.s. 
And leam more about ways to use the debate to get more conservatiem on 
the ground The pohey^ debate in Congress and in state legislatures promises 
to oontinuE for years ahead. However, there are voluntary effort.s tltat allow 
for participation by amsen'ation districts and landownere. 

I don't know where this discussion will lead in the public policy arena, but 
1 do know if conservation district.s and landowners can benefit in the mean- 
time, it is worth our staying on top of the t.sBue and using the opportunities 
it presents to inavase conservation. 
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LOUD and CLEAR 

This 6 tr>e first ctiitioa of fhe /teinurce and I feel iite we hdwe '-Inally gr/cn birth. Sirtco ! '..irre to MACD 
in 2004, t h.ive wanted in ^:ld^ed newsletter. Wf«ie N'e^vs & vfie« served our purposes m gc-i'jng our 
message curt and was a fine puWcoUon. it fdt dd and slcdgy Jo me. ft was lime our tonvvu.'H(..iiion 
loois refleclcd the ’'new”NACD 

I wanted something freria and apoc^ing, a pd^caJion that woJd catch the leader's eye and puil them 
.a a publication that woiid be iniciTnative but easy to read and srure. I wir-ted a pjblicaljon that 
would say "CanservaWn cistricts on? getting it dwic. cexnc n.’xl j8 .^out thorn!" 

As journalism major in college, a former press 
secretary on Capitol HiH and a person who 
IcMs to um I place a Kgh vidue on conmuni- 
cation, h is important to not only do the woric 
but to also make sur« others know about it 

Idling our story is hew we build on our suc- 
cess, whether we are talking about how dis- 
tricts were foimed during the Dus! Bowl cr 
how we are addressing Ihe new challenges of 
today. 

It is so ea^ to just do the wodc and hope someone finds oul. However, in these times of multiple out- 
lets for communicating and information overload, cor«crv3tion disliids hy/e to make su'c wc ,jre 
reKhing our mernbers, pa-tners and CMslomers. 

I hope The Reinurce becomes ore of the pubMcalions ejch of you makes time for f hope you never just 
look at the pretty picture on front but instead take the time to load itleatn from it and share it with 
others. It wiS be friied with valuable information regarding not only what yournaiiona! association is 
doing but also the actwities of otner districts and partrscs. 

There wifi be some famSiar columns and stories but there wiM ^so be new fc.«urcs that wii) hopctu'ly 
better address your needs, concerns and challenges. As with every communication tool, the relationship 
orfy works if it is two-way 

We can talk and talk to you as our members and readers but if you do not warit to hear we ore only 
background noise. The Resource should not be a low rumble in the ba*|round txil instead your first 
and most rciiaUe soi.rce for conservation distria irformation and ft should be loud and clear. 




Kryso Hardcrv CEO. National Astoclatiott of Conservation Districts 
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LOUD and CLEAR 

After NWID arsKial meetings. i find a bit dQ*Am in the dumps— just 'Wue'^is my grandmother wouW 
caB it Certainly fwt because of the meewg rt was a ^at ccnferwce in a wonderful location, and I enjoyed 
being with members from across the country 

ft is jua ^ letdcwn after a t»g ev»t We $p«Kl months preparing and planning, and aftenwoi-ds, the daily rou- 
tine and a mad garr>e of catch up brk'g that fam^ai' down feeling, 

Then the annual wave of wsits by our members started in March.The traditiona trek to D.C, to meet wth mem- 
bers of Congress and Adminsiraiioo officials onngs hundiwJs of Ameocans. including many of our members 

And when they come, they bring exc-tement and enthusiasm, lifting my mooc. It started with the twenty-six 
bright and inquisitwe Minnesota Conservation Leadersh^ Institute participants who spent lime with NACD 
staff learri^ about their national asscoaiion. 

They were followed by many conser\*aliQn leaders, all bringing ideas and concerns and energy. The list in- 
cbded a first-time visitor to MACD's headquarters, former Virginia state president Daphne Jamison, Although 
she Iwas on a few hours from Washington, she had never visited our office Ms. Jamison decided it was time to 
cheek out the building renovations and visit the Smithsonian soils exhibA Her genuine interest and excitement 
was contagious, and she lifted my spirits. 

Next was a visit by Jim Mam, former president of the Georgia state association and current district supervisor 
Mr Ham, in Washington with a group of other counfy commisstoners, made time to stop by Busy with other 
commltmenti he did not forget his djties as a conservation leader. 

In the same week, Lamy Cochran, former NACD board member and region chair took advantage of his visit 
to Washington to drop by the office. Lamysiitl active on his foul district remains interested and involved in 
NACQThe list goes on; conservation leader aA«- conservation leader in town, eager to learn, help and sup- 
poa NACD. 

By mid-March, my spirits were invigorated I Wi 
rejusenated and ready for the challenges ahead 
again motivsted by our members' commitment 
and passiea No matter how hard the issues or 
difficult the taskSk the answers Tie in the wisdom 
and leadership of conservation dstria leaders. 

t have promised myself the next lime 1 feel 
"bkie” Of discouraged I will remember our members' derfcaiion..not just the ones that visit the office, but ill 
of you across the country and territo-ries. Thank you for your support 


Krysta HKden, Chief ExecutNc Officer. National AitoclatJon of Conservation Districts 


No matter how hard the issues 
or dijficuk the tasks, the answers 
lie in the wisdom and leadership 
of conservation district (ecicJcrs. 



203 



You heon! it hsft..- loui and oiiaf 




Kr)rsa Harden. CEO, National Aasodadon of Conservation Districts 


i have been asked .T:ore than once who MACD represerts or, worded another way/ Who does 
NACD lobby for?" 

The answer is always simple and always the same NACD representi conservation ctstricts. 

There seems to be a misunderstarKSnj — or fra)t>e more of a lade of understanding— regarding 
the role of the National Association when it comes to policy issues. 

It is not ethical for NACD to represent the interests of any other group. While many of our princi- 
ples and priorities are similar and even ctoseto the same as other organizations. MACD's sole 
responsibHifty is to represent the role of disiricts and to protect districts’ interests and concerns. 

Sometimes the lines can get a little fuzzy because NACD has many strong partners wth missions 
and objectives we agree with. For example. RC&D Councils and the Watershed Coalitions are 
two organizations NACD works closely with, and we i^jport priorities. Both organizations’ 
respective agendas directiy impact many conservation districts, and both organizations’ members 
ire often some of th<e same community leaders that are a part of NACD's membership 

However; each of these organdations has their own elected boards and staff, and NACD must 
respect their decisions and acth/ities-They are the lead on their respective priorities and efforts, 
and NACD plays a supportive and helpful role when able. 

It is also ‘Hegal for NACD to represent or lobby for a federal agency, even those we work with 
and supportThere « a bnght ire between NACD and Vie federal govemiwent. and it must be 
respected ar>d adhered to. 

That does not mean that we, as conservation districts or as NACD. cannot agree with policies, 
programs or priorities of our federal partners. However, NACD rrust limit its involvement to pro- 
tecting the role of conservation districts m these areas in order to make sure our interests are 
fblly understood and utdized. 

MACD is the voice for conservation districts at the national level. While many other groups 
and organizations support conservation fursding and the jvai'abiHty of conservation programs, no 
other group or agency worta to ensure districts remain /<ta» m profarn delivery and mat disincts 
continue to have a seat at the decision ^e. 

So, the answo' to the question is easy: NACD represwits consei'vation districts, all day every day; It 
is the reason NACD was estaWished in 1946 and the reason it is still a viable, credible voice today. 


■ 'CD represent? 
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Chairwoman Stabenow QFR’s Harden Bonnie Nomination Hearing 
OFR for Ms, Harden 

• Earlier this week. Secretary Vilsack announced the sign-up activity and acceptable offers 
for the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP). This program serves an important 
function within the conservation portfolio for incentivizing farmers to remove marginal 
agricultural lands from production. In addition, the CRP provides opportunities for 
placing water quality and wildlife benefiting practices on cropland creating conservation 
benefits in harmony with commodity production. The most recent figures are reflective 
of a much larger and complex crop production transition occurring across our 
landscape. In the Senate passed Farm Bill we place emphasis on ensuring that we protect 
the most sensitive acres while realizing budgetary savings. 

1) Senate Bill 954 provides for a total CRP enrollment of 30 million acres in 2014. Your 
announcement indicates a projected enrollment of 25.8 million acres at the beginning of 
fiscal year 2014. When the Farm Bill is signed into law, what actions can and will the 
Department undertake in early FY 2014 to maximize the use of the CRP for removing 
marginal agricultural lands, increasing water quality benefits, and improving wildlife and 
pollinator habitats by enrolling lands in contracts during 2014? 

2) In the targeting of the CRP to site and farm specific benefits, is the current model used by 
the Department serving the natural resources and the CRP to achieve its fullest potential? 

• 1 have heard stories from a growing number of farmers across the country, who are 
struggling with hard-to-control weeds, which are resisting commonly used crop 
protection and pest control products. Many of these growers are looking to the USDA to 
approve the latest biotechnology that will address the challenges they face in the field. 

1) How do you intend to ensure that the latest biotechnology addressing these issues gets 
into the hands of the farmers that need them in a timely manner, without unnecessary 
delay while ensuring that the products are safe? 

OFR for Mr. Bonnie 

• Green Building/Wood Products Research: A few years ago, the Secretary armounced 
plans to promote wood use in building construction and invest further in research to 
evaluate wood products life cycle impacts. As the Secretary mentioned, this initiative 
could support jobs and strong rural economies, healthy working forests, and help mitigate 
climate change because wood products store carbon, 

1) What is the status of this initiative, and in particular, have you fully invested in the 
research necessary to evaluate the life cycle impacts of wood products? What will 
you do in your new role to continue to support this initiative? 

• The recent DC Circuit biomass decision has created significant uncertainty and on the 
ground impacts for biomass and pulp and paper facilities that have recently received 
permits or have construction or modification permit applications pending. 
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1) Do you agree that finalizing a rule in a timely fashion is now more important than 
ever in light of the D.C. Circuit decision and the uncertainty it has caused for the 
forest products industry. 

2) What are the implications that this policy could have on existing facilities that are in 
the process for new permits or modifications, as well as future investments? 

3) How have you worked together with EPA on the Tailoring Rule amendments to 
ensure that USDA’s expertise on forest carbon is fully reflected? 

4) Do you agree that finalizing a rule in a timely fashion is now more important than 
ever in light of the DC Circuit decision and the uncertainty it has caused for the forest 
products industry? 
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Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition & Forestry 
Agriculture Committee hearing on Department of Agriculture Nominations 
Questions for the record 
July 23, 2013 


Ranking Member Cochran 


Questions for Krysta Harden: 

1 . Given the challenge of crafting a new five-year farm bill under serious budget 
constraints, the Senate’s new farm bill - the Agriculture Reform, Food and Jobs Act of 
2013 (S. 954) - provides the certainty of a five-year farm bill for American farmers, 
ranchers, conservationists, and others in related industries while also being fiscally 
responsible. The Committee made a concentrated effort to identify savings and to 
improve the effectiveness and efficiency of streamlined programs while protecting their 
integrity. For instance, the conservation title proposes to replace regional conservation 
program authorities (Chesapeake Bay Watershed Program, Great Lakes Basin Program) 
with a new Regional Conservation Partnership Program (RCPP). In the same way, the 
newly created Agricultural Conservation Easement Program merges, maintains, and 
simplifies the authorities for three easement programs: the Wetlands Reserve Program, 
the Grassland Reserve Program, and the Farmland Protection Program. Given your 
experience as a fonner House Agriculture Committee staff member and as Chief 
Executive Officer of the National Association of Conservation Districts (NACD), I am 
sure you are well aware that implementation of a new Farm Bill is a timely and rigorous 
administrative process. If not done carefully there can be many unintended 
consequences. If confirmed, what steps will you take to ensure that all farm bill 
programs and reforms are implemented in a way that follows the intent of the law and 
best serves producers? 

2. The Budget Control Act of 201 1 has required USDA to reduce spending across the 
Department. In the past, USDA has claimed that “essential federal employees” would 
not be subject to furloughs. It is my understanding that “essential” employees were those 
that are “necessary to fulfill constitutional responsibilities, safeguard human life or 
protect property.” During the past six months, USDA has considered furloughing 
employees — including food safety inspectors — and has taken administrative actions to 
reprogram funds that were designated for direct payments to fanners. Looking ahead, 
how will the agency identify funds to uphold contractual obligations and provide greater 
certainty to those that do business with USDA? 

3. Improving program delivery and service to customers has long been an area of focus for 
USDA leadership. Given the overall budget situation, this is more important than ever. 

If confirmed, what actions will you take to effectively and efficiently modernize delivery 
of the Department’s many government programs, particularly the timing of purchases in 
the Food and Nutrition Service commodity programs and the Farm Service Agency 
(FSA) programs that benefit producers? 
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4. In recent years, many farmers, ranchers, and other growers have expressed concern about 
increased operating costs related to new government regulations. Additionally, there has 
been concern that there is a strained relationship between the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and agriculture groups regarding regulations. If confirmed, what will you 
do to represent U.S. agriculture’s concerns with increased government regulations and 
what steps will you take to improve the relationship with EPA? 

5. More than 60 percent of Mississippi’s forestland is considered privately owned by 
families and individuals. These family-owned forests are integral to ensuring we have 
clean water, wildlife habitat, and a strong forest products industry. Strong markets are 
crucial to keeping forestland as forests. With strong markets families have income to 
treat their land when fires, insects, and hurricanes strike. If confirmed, what will you do 
to support strong markets for forests? Can you assure me that you will work to remove 
barriers that unfairly treat U.S. forest products - such as discriminatory policies against 
wood in green building construction, in USDA’s Biobased Markets Program, and against 
wood for energy? 

6. Nearly five years have passed since the enactment of the 2008 Farm Bill, which requires 
the USDA Food Safety Inspection Service to create a new science-based program for the 
inspection of all foreign and domestic catfish. I appreciate your assurance that the 
Department will honor the law enacted by the legislative body. However, I wanted to 
clarify the timeline for the final rule. The Undersecretary for Food Safety recently 
informed me the Food Safety Inspection Service is committed to issuing a final rule on 
the program by the end of the current fiscal year. What is the current status of the Catfish 
Inspection Program, which was mandated by Congress to be implemented within 18 
months of enactment of the 2008 Farm Bill? Are there any other provisions of the 2008 
Farm Bill that have not been enacted? If so, why? 

7. The Department has recently issued several regulations pertaining to the school meal 
programs that have been met with significant concern. School food authorities and other 
stakeholders have raised objections to the cost of new requirements, as well as the 
practicality and ability of the regulations to be implemented. In fact, the Department had 
to issue, and subsequently extend, modifications to the school meal standards. At a 
recent conference, it was announced by USDA that this flexibility would be made 
permanent by the end of this calendar year. Given that school food authorities and those 
producing food for the programs need certainty to run their programs and businesses, do 
you have any specific indication when that flexibility will be made permanent? 

8. Over the last several years, the Department has placed a strong emphasis on the 
promotion of organic production and local distribution and retail. While these production 
and retail methods are an important part of our food system, some feel they have been 
emphasized at the expense of more conventional production methods. Conventional 
methods, which employ modem technologies and efficiencies, have allowed us to 
provide our citizens with safe and inexpensive food as well as to export and provide food 
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to customers around the world. Can you describe your view of the Department’s role in 
supporting all sectors of American agriculture? 

9. Farmers and many in the agriculture industry have made investments in technology to 
continue to efficiently produce plentiful, affordable food and fiber for the American 
consumers and for export customers. However, a growing challenge in an increasing 
number of states is the management of w'eeds. Some producers are even being forced to 
re-evaluate tillage practices and other conservation measures. At the same time, seed 
technologies with herbicide tolerant traits have been pending approval at USDA since 
2009. Can you explain the reasoning for the delayed approval process? What steps is 
USDA taking to ensure that farmers have access to these and other seed technologies in a 
timely manner? 


Questions for Robert Bonnie: 

1 . The Senate Farm Bill proposes to eonsolidate the Farmland Protection Program (FPP), 
Grassland Reserve Program (GRP), and the Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP) easement 
programs into one larger program with two separate components: agricultural land 
easements (ALE) and wetland reserve easements (WRE). After the 2008 Farm Bill, it is 
my understanding that USDA encountered difficulties in finalizing the FPP regulations. 
Despite the agency’s efforts, 1 understand that the FPP certification process has resulted 
in one certified entity to date. A new easement program will rely on this existing 
certification process for new land easements. 1 am concerned about the development of 
new rules and regulations that could delay or have a negative impact on the wetlands 
reserve portion of a consolidated easement program. If confirmed, will you commit to 
work with me and this Committee to ensure that the certification process developed for 
land easements is practical and less cumbersome? If confirmed, what steps will you take 
to make sure that any possible delay on the ALE portion of the consolidated easement 
program does not delay action on the wetlands reserve portion? 

2. There have been several recent USDA Office of Inspector General (OIG) reports which 
recommend the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) improve the policies 
and procedures regarding the administration of the Farmland Protection Program. If 
confirmed, what steps will you take to ensure that the proper internal controls and 
safeguards are in place to review the States administration of the easement programs and 
the overall operations of the non-governmental (NGO) organizations’ role in the 
programs? 

3. One of the programs under your purview is the Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program 
(WHIP). The Senate-passed Farm Bill proposes some changes to the program. If 
confirmed, should a new Farm Bill be enacted into law, will you commit to work with me 
and this Committee to implement this program in a manner that maximizes fish and 
wildlife habitat in conjunction with working farms and forests? 
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4. The Senate-passed farm bill ineludes a few key changes to strengthen and streamline 
Conservation programs. More than 60 percent of Mississippi’s forestland is owned by 
families and individuals, and the Farm Bill conservation programs are key to making sure 
these family forest owners have the tools and resourees they need to eonserve their 
forests and keep them healthy. Throughout the implementation of the Farm Bill, what 
will you do to ensure forestry remains a priority within the eonservation programs and 
that forest owners have access to the tools and resources they need? 

5. The eoncept of loeally-led conservation has been a cornerstone of conservation policy for 
decades. The Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP), one of the largest and 
most popular programs among producers, is designed to assist producers with 
implementing specific conservation practices on the ground and the delivery of the 
program relies heavily on input at the state and local level. If confirmed, how do you 
intend to balance the emphasis on locally-led conservation while addressing national 
priorities through landscape initiatives? Would it be your intention to foeus on a more 
top-down, national initiative approach with regard to administering EQIP and other 
conservation programs? 

6. A number of conservation organizations have expressed concern with the funding level of 
conservation technical assistance in recent years. I, along with several of my colleagues, 
share the concern that lowered funding for conservation technical assistance means that 
NRCS is having difficulty in delivering programs to producers and private landowners. 

If confirmed, what steps will you take to work with the Office of Management and 
Budget (0MB), conservation groups, and Congress to make sure that USDA has the 
resources to properly deliver the conservation programs authorized by the Agriculture 
Committee? Can you provide a detailed breakdown of what NRCS funds for 
conservation technical assistance? 

7. It has come to my attention that NRCS has experienced a considerable backlog in 
wetland determinations in four states: Iowa, Minnesota, North Dakota and South Dakota. 
It is my understanding that as of February 2013, NRCS had a backlog of over 14,000 
wetland determinations and NRCS directed additional conservation technical assistance 
resources to address this backlog. To date, what progress has been made on this 
significant backlog? Given the current backlog, staffing issues, and workload, do you 
think USDA will have to shift additional resources away from some states? 

8. NRCS has the authority to enter into cooperative agreements with other Federal, state, or 
local entities as well as non-profits, for-profits, and other entities. Excluding the 
cooperative agreements entered into through a conservation program, how many active 
cooperative agreements is NRCS party to? Can you explain the process NRCS uses in 
determining whether or not to enter into a cooperative agreement and how the 
cooperative agreements are funded? Given recent budget conditions, how does NRCS 
determine which cooperative agreements to continue and which to terminate? 

9. There has been much discussion about what the proper role is for the Federal government 
in establishing various types of environmental credit trading markets. Qver the past 
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several years, NRCS has awarded several grants that some think lay the groundwork for 
USDA to establish credit markets. What is your opinion about the proper role of 
government in establishing these markets? What authority do you think USDA has in 
trying to develop these types of markets? For example, some constituencies believe 
USDA has the authority to buy these types of credits. Do you agree or disagree with this 
philosophy? Do you think USDA’s conservation programs should be altered or 
administered in any way to facilitate the establishment of these markets? 

10. USDA has been working with other federal agencies on the concept of agricultural 
certainty for some years. If confirmed, what actions will you take to help finalize 
agreements that recognize once a producer or landowner is in compliance with certain 
regulations that he or she should have safe harbor Irom future changes to those 
regulations? What do you view is USDA’s role and how will you work to advance these 
agreements related to agricultural certainty? 

1 1 . The Agriculture Reform, Food and Jobs Act of 20 1 3 includes permanent reauthorization 
of Stewardship End-Result Contracting. I have heard from a broad coalition of forestry 
stakeholders encompassing land managers, conservation groups and the forest products 
industry expressing support for the reauthorization of this authority. I know many states, 
including Mississippi, use this authority to achieve land management goals while meeting 
local and rural community needs. Some stakeholders express concern that the U.S. 

Forest Service will use this authority to replace and reduce the Forest Service timber 
program. How do you view the role of stewardship contracting authority? If confirmed, 
will you work to assure this Committee and forestry stakeholders that this authority will 
not attempt to diminish or replace the Forest Service timber program? 

12. Forests help provide clean drinking water, critical wildlife habitats, recreational 
opportunities, sustainable and renewable resources, and economic viability for rural 
communities across the country. While I consider our National Forests to be national 
treasures, I am also a firm believer that a primary mission of the Forest Service is to 
administer and oversee working National Forests that provide multiple uses to the public. 
Active forest management and landscape restoration work is critical to maintain the 
health of our National Forests. 1 have some concerns that the Administration’s FY2014 
budget proposes to reduce the scale of forest restoration on National Forests even after 
the agency acknowledged the need to increase management in 2012. For example, most 
National Forests in Region 8 are harvesting significantly less timber than called for in 
their current forest plans. If confirmed, can you commit to working with me and this 
Committee to improve performance in our National Forests? 

13. If confirmed, your position will oversee the U.S. Forest Service. The U.S. Forest Service 
has been working to implement the Large Airtanker Modernization Strategy with the sole 
purpose of upgrading the aging airtanker fleet with “next generation” airtankers. As 
Under Secretary for Natural Resources and Environment how much involvement will you 
have in advancing this priority? What would an updated fleet of aerial assets, including 
airtankers and scoopers, look like in your view - in terms of aircraft mix and how these 
planes are owned and operated? I understand that the U.S. Forest Service recognizes the 
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benefits that scooper aircrafts can add as a tool to aerial fire suppression efforts and the 
agency has been working with the Department of Interior to add an additional scooper 
aircraft to the fleet. Can you provide a status update of this interagency process and 
when it is expected to be completed? 

14. On July 2, 2013, the Secretary of Agriculture issued a Memorandum addressing 
Sustainable Forestry in Southeast Alaska. In that memorandum the Forest Service is 
directed to transition the harvest from old growth to young growth over a period of 10 to 
1 5 years while maintaining an integrated wood products industry and sustaining 
communities in the region. How do you envision this transition occurring over the 10 to 
15 year period? Specifically, how will you, if confirmed, ensure that this transition 
successfully sustains the timber jobs and communities in Southeast Alaska? 

15. On May 24, 2011, the Alaska District Court vacated the Tongass exemption and 
reinstated the 2001 Roadless Rule on the Tongass National Forest (Organized Village of 
Kake, et al. v. USDA, et al.). At this time, the Tongass National Forest is subject to the 
provisions of the 2001 Roadless Rule. The District Court, however, did specifically state 
that the Forest Service may reevaluate its approach to roadless area management in 
Alaska. If confirmed as Under Secretary, will you commit to reevaluate the current 
approach to roadless area management to include considering a new rulemaking on the 
application of the roadless rule in Alaska? 

16. In many states, including Mississippi, the forest products industry is incredibly important 
to the rural economy, rural landowners, and working families. 1 appreciate the efforts of 
USDA to promote wood products in building construction. One key piece of USDA’s 
initiative was investing in research to ensure that the latest science and technology for 
wood use is available. Can you provide information on USDA’s commitment to green 
building and wood products research? What will you do to ensure this research continues 
if your nomination is approved? 

17. The Resources and Ecosystems Sustainability, Tourist Opportunities and Revived 
Economies of the Gulf Coast States Act (RESTORE Act) established the Gulf Coast 
Ecosystem Restoration Council which is comprised of governors from the five affected 
Gulf States, the Secretaries from the U.S. Departments of Agriculture, Interior, 
Commerce, Homeland Security, the Secretary of the Army, and the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency. It is my understanding that Secretary Vilsack has 
identified the Under Secretary for Natural Resources and Environment as his designee on 
this Council. The Council oversees the Gulf Coast Restoration Trust Fund which was 
established in response to the Deepwater Horizon oil spill with the sole purpose of 
restoring and protecting natural resources, ecosystems, marine and wildlife habitats, 
coastal wetlands and the economy of the Gulf Coast region. If confirmed, what steps will 
you take to ensure that beneficial projects and programs are funded? Will you commit to 
providing me with regular updates on the Council’s activities, particularly USDA’s 
involvement? 
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Question for Krvsta Harden: 

1 .As you know, Southeast Colorado is 
currently experiencing terrible Dust Bowl 
conditions. Large segments of Colorado's 
Eastern Plains — ^the lifeblood of our $40 
billion agriculture sector — are essentially 
blowing away. It's the result of 3 
consecutive seasons of drought, and most 
experts are indicating that producers in the 
arid West will continue experience dry 
conditions over the next few years. Of 
course, there's nothing we can do to stop this 
drought or prevent the next one from 
occurring. But what opportunities do you 
see for the USD A to help places like 
Colorado suffering from the effects of 
persistent drought? 



215 


Questions for Robert Bonnie: 


1. Colorado’s forests have had a rough few 
years. Beyond catastrophic wildfires, we’ve 
also seen unprecedented insect epidemics 
affecting huge stands of timber across the 
state. In February of 2012, the Forest 
Service published a restoration strategy to 
address forest health issues in a more 
coordinated way. I often hear about these 
approaches in Colorado — including more 
collaborative projects with industry and 
environmental groups, more mechanical 
thinning, and more jobs in the forest 
products industry. Can you discuss the 
status of implementing the Forest Service’s 
restoration strategy? How can Congress and 
this Committee work with you to achieve 
the worthwhile goals set out in that strategy? 
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2. People baek in Colorado have various 
perspeetives to share when asked about the 
barriers to getting more restoration work 
done on our national forests. Some say it’s 
all about a laek of money; others say 
environmental analysis and lawsuits. Most 
all will agree that we should do more work 
on the front end to reduce our risk of 
wildfire. As the saying goes - an ounce of 
prevention is worth a pound of cure. Can 
you share your perspective on the largest 
barriers to achieving your restoration and 
fuels reduction goals on our national 
forests? 


3.1n March of this year, I introduced S. 651, 
the Thompson Divide Withdrawal and 
Protection Act. The legislation would 
withdraw nearly 200,000 acres of White 
River National Forest land in Colorado from 
future mineral leasing. The area’s 
undeveloped character is a main driver of 
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the local economy and the legislation is 
widely-supported by the communities in this 
region. Will the Department continue to 
collaborate closely with me and my office 
on this legislation and the implications of 
Forest Service planning decisions in the 
area? 
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Senator Boozman Questions for the Record 

For Mr, Robert Bonnie, Nominee for Under Secretary of Agriculture 
for Natural Resources and Environment 
U.S. Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry 
July 23, 2013 


Mr. Bonnie: 

Ij You once expressed your concerns about the impact "when food-producing land is diverted 
for energy production." You noted that corn ethanol production can lead to a "significant 
increase in greenhouse gas emissions relative to gasoline when indirect land use change is 
taken into account." I know that the ERA leads on the RFS, but you will be involved in 
Interagency discussions, if confirmed. Will you advocate for RFS repeal or reform, if 
confirmed? 

2) You have been supportive of a carbon tax or cap-and-trade, despite the fact that such a 
regime is regressive, since low-income people use more energy as a percent of their income. 
You also mentioned that it can harm America’s farmers and domestic Job-creators. Some 
carbon tax proposals include complex schemes - such as redistribution and tariffs - to 
address these challenges. Could you explain some of the challenges that such schemes 
would present? 

3) A number of serious claims have been made in an broad attempt to connect individual 
weather events - hurricanes, tornadoes, and so on - to anthropogenic climate change. Do 
you agree with such claims? Please elaborate. 

4) When agencies perform regulatory impact analysis, do you believe it is important to follow 
standardized procedures established by the Office of Management and Budget? 

5) In assessing the benefits and costs of a regulatory policy, do you believe the USDA should 
evaluate domestic costs and domestic benefits separately from global/international costs 
and benefits? In other words, do you think standard practice should be to separate out the 
benefits and costs to American citizens of a particular regulatory policy, so that those costs 
and benefits can be independently evaluated? 

6) In Arkansas we have a lot of forests - our forests have actually been pretty well-managed, 
when compared to other regions . But in other parts of the country, bad forest 
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management has significantly increased the threat of wildfire. Some predict that these 
management practices will lead to increased wildfires in certain regions over the coming 
decades. Would you agree that it's important, when discussing the frequency of events 
such as wildfires, to consider factors such as forest management, in addition to weather 
patterns? 


7) What is your view of the forest health benefits from timber sales, thinning, and 
reforestation? 

8) Since 2008, timber sales from the Ouachita and Ozark NF's have declined by more than 9%. 
During this same time period, lumber prices have more than doubled, from below 
SlSO/MBF to over S300/MBF. 

a. Can you explain why timber outputs have fallen despite a rising market? 

b. Flas the need to conduct management dropped in the intervening years? 

c. Can you provide for the Committee a chart showing the increase in timber sold 
through Stewardship contracts on the Ouachita and Ozark National Forests over the 
last 5 years? 

d. If the proportion of timber sales sold as Stewardship contracts has been increasing, 
can you provide the committee with the following; (1) a summary of price per unit 
of wood (CCF/MBF/ton) obtained at auction from these forests for the same time 
period, and (2) a summary of costs per acre of forests thinned on these forests for 
the same time period? 

e. I'm increasingly concerned about reports of sales being offered that have gone no 
bid, particularly in light of the increasingly robust timber markets we are seeing. Will 
you commit to working with me to address these problems and see to it that these 
forests offer sales that meet the needs of Arkansas' timber industry? 


9) Under your guidance, how will USDA use the recently revised "social cost of carbon" 
assumptions to influence policy choices? 


10) As the EPA attempts to implement regulatory policies that would have a profound and 
costly impact on American farmers - such as the Ozone National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (Ozone NAAQS) - will you initiate any interagency communications or 
coordination to ensure that the costs and burdens on American farmers are fully considered 
by the EPA? If so, please describe any permanent protocols or practices that you would put 
in place to ensure that such communication and coordination continues throughout your 


tenure. 
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11) There is an effort to rebrand each agency within the Department. Some in USDA leadership 
are attempting to do away with individual agency logos and identity -such as NRCS, or 
Rural Development - and forcing all agencies to simply identify visually as "USDA." I'm 
worried that this could have unintended consequences. I've heard from local conservation 
districts in Arkansas who work so hard to build good relationships between farmers & 
landowners and NRCS. NRCS does really good work with Arkansas farmers. In order for 
these relationships to thrive, farmers must be able to trust that NRCS has their best interest 
at heart. I am concerned that eliminating the NRCS identity and simply having "USDA"- 
branded personnel "show up on the farm," could really undermine trust and existing 
relationships that have been built over many years. Do you share this concern, and what is 
your view on this issue? 

12) Gains in conservation tillage and its importance as a tool to prevent soil degradation Is 
closely linked with the availability of effective weed control system, including herbicides and 
weed resistant crops. However, USDA has failed to effectively review herbicide-tolerant 
traits for corn, soybeans, and cotton in a reasonable timeframe. What concerns have you 
expressed to USDA leadership about the continued viability of conservation tillage without 
the approval of safe technologies in a timely manner, and what do you intend to do to 
remedy this situation if confirmed? 
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Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition & Forestr}^ 

To consider the following nominations: Kjysta Harden & Robert Bonnie 
23 July 2013 ' 

Questions for the record 


Senator Gillihrand 


Questions for Ms. Krysta Harden (Nominee for Deputy Secretatyl 

1 . Antimicrobial resistance is an evolving global public health and agriculture security 

threat. Veterinarians and farmers need increased research and extension sendees to improve 
judicious antimicrobial use, develop procedures and practices to comply with the Food & 
Drug Administration’s Guidance for Industry 209 Draft Guidance for Industry 21 3, and 

improve infectious disease control in production animals? In your new position, how will 
you ensure the Department meets this challenge to improve animal health and concurrently 
reduce unnecessary and injudicious antimicrobial use? 

2. A recent Centers for Disease Control & Prevention report on attribution of foodbome 
illness from 1998-2008 showed that our food safety system has failed to make inroads 
against Salmonella spp. In your position as Deputy Secretary of Agriculture, will you improve 
or implement new policies to control and prevent pathogens in our food system, such as 
additional pathogen reduction performance standards and microbiological surveillance 
testing? 

3. The Food Safety & Inspection Sendee has proposed a rule to change poultry inspection by 
relinquishing carcass and viscera inspection to control of the producing company. There 
have been significant food safety and occupational safety concerns regarding this rule. In 
your new position at the Department, how will you ensure changes in inspection procedures 
are highly scrutinized to en.sure there are not negative impacts on occupational safety, the 
environment, food safety, and animal health? 

4. Program fidelity is critical to ensure a fair and consistently high level of food safety 
protection for our meat, poultry, and e^ product supply. How will the Office of Field 
Operations ensure that its inspection methods, policy implementation, and enforcement are 
consistent? How will it respond to recent Government Accountability Office (GAO) and 
Office of the Inspector General (OIG) open or unresolved recommendations that have 
documented repeated inconsistencies in assuring major food safety, inspection, and animal 
han dlin g requirements? 

5. Pandemic threats are a constant and grave threat to domestic health and agriculture 
security. With increasing changes in land-use and urbanization, it is estimated that there is 
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an increase in the emergence of new infectious diseases from wildlife sources, which is 
magnified by international trade and travel. The Animal &c Plant Health Inspection Ser\dce 
(APHIS) Agency performs many important biosecurity functions, such as responding to the 
recent avian H7N9 virus in China. In your new position, will you improve APHIS’s bio- 
surveillance activities and coordination with other public health agencies to conduct better 
surveillance for existing and emerging pandemic threats and foreign animal diseases from 
entering our nation, including at international ports, such as at the John F. Kennedy Airport 
in New York? 


6. Childhood obesity remains one of this country’s top health concerns, with some experts 
predicting that today’s generation of kids will face long-term poor health and debilitating 
chronic disease as a result. What are some of the actions you would take as deputy secretary 
to help reverse this epidemic? 

7. The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program is the backbone of the nutrition safety net 
in this country. What are some steps you would take to ensure that the program remains 
strong? And specifically what would you do to pro-actively ensure that the SNAP program 
retains the resources it needs to serve our country’s neediest families? 

8. The National School Lunch Program is paramount to the health, welfare, and education of 
our nation’s children. In your new position, how will you ensure that the program provides 
the highest quality food in terms of nutrition, food safety, and wholesomeness? 

9. Cultural transformation is critical to the workforce of the Department and its agencies. In 
your new position, how will you help make this priority a reality, with a focus on outcomes 
chat substantively creates an organization that is open, diverse, and accepting? Specifically, 
ensuring this is not only focused at the Department’s headquarters but ensuring equal 
attention and substantive transformation at regional, district, and field positions? Please 
include in your answer what foundational changes you will lead, such as in hiring strategy^ 
management accountability, organizational communication, and ensuring all employees can 
openly play a part in this transformation? For example, how can a Slaughter Inspector in the 
Food Safety & Inspection Service or an Animal Health Technician in the Animal & Plant 
Health Inspection Service provide input to the Department, contribute their time to 
promoting diversity, or address a hostile work or environment? And how do you plan to 
measure progress? 


Questions for Mr. Robert Bonnie ^Nominee for Under-Secretary of Natural ResoufcesI 
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1. Creating an agriculture system that produces wholesome and safe food while protecting our 
nation’s environment is truly a mounting challenge in the 21^* century. In your new position, 
what will be your top priorities in order to meet this challenge? 

2. Small and medium sized dairy farmers face very unique and difficult challenges for their truly 
great contributions to our nation’s food supply. How will you be able to ensure that policies 
like those for the Standard for Nutrient Management plans are created with full 
consideration and collaboration with dedicated dairy farmers in places like Upstate New 
York? And how will you improve the Natural Resource Consen^ation Service’s future 
collaboration with dairy and specialty crop farmers, as well as extension experts? 

3. The USDA OIG recently published an audit in February 2013 of the agency you are 
nominated to lead, which identified that NRCS needs to improve its compliance activities by 
developing a comprehensive, integrated compliance strategy-; as well as the need to improve 
the organization’s structure and dynamics, and to better target and management risk. Please 
describe what actions you will take in your new position in order to address these issues, as 
well as your timeline for their completion. 
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Question Submitted by Senator Chuck Grassley, U.S. Senate 
Agriculture Committee Hearing on USDA Nominees, 

July 23, 2013 

Question for Ms. Harden- 

1 . I sent a letter to USDA APHIS and 0MB requesting that they move 
towards finalizing a comprehensive BSE rule as quickly as possible in 
February of 2012. I have been told progress has been made on this 
issue in the last year but a final rule has not yet published. Is there a 
timeframe for when the final comprehensive BSE rule will be 
published? 
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Johanns OP'Rs for Krvsta Harden. USDA Deputy Secretary Nominee 

1) I was pleased to see USDA finally approved horse slaughter permits to facilities located in 
New Mexico and Iowa. While this is a step in the right direction, the plants cannot begin 
operation until the USDA allows FSIS inspectors on-site. It’s troubling to me that the 
Obama Administration’s fiscal budget for 2014 eliminates funding for horse meat inspection, 
effectively shutting down legal horse slaughter that could take place. 

In 201 1, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) released a report that looked at the 
impact of the U.S. horse slaughter ban. According to the report, horse welfare in the United 
States has declined since 2007, as evidenced by a reported increase in horse abandonments 
and an increase in investigations for horse abuse and neglect. Furthermore, the horse 
slaughter inspection ban has not stopped horses from being slaughtered. Many unwanted 
horses are still being processed for meat, but they are shipped greater distances to 
slaughterhouses in Mexico, which is outside of the reach of USDA humane slaughter 
regulations. After the 20 1 1 GAO report. Congress did not include a ban on the use of federal 
funds for the inspection of slaughtered horses in the FY2012 appropriations bill, which was 
signed into law (P.L. 112-55) on November 18, 201 1, 

As you are aware, both House and Senate Appropriations bills - if signed into law - would 
reinstate the horse slaughter ban, as proposed by this Administration. This would continue 
the disastrous impacts we have seen on horse welfare. Since USDA supports reinstating the 
ban, what recommendations do you have for the humane disposal of unwanted horses, other 
than horse slaughter? How will USDA implement these recommendations? 


2) As you know, part of the competitive edge of U.S. farmers is their innovative, entrepreneurial 
approach to agriculture. For the most part, farmers here are more interested in revenue 
earned from the market rather than government protection from market forces. Our market 
leadership is maintained by adoption of technology that allows farmers to produce more food 
on less ground while conserving natural resources. This is particularly the case with 
biotechnology and genetically engineered crops. As we have seen over the past 20 years, this 
technology is vital to improving yields, but innovation likely will have to accelerate to a 
more rapid pace than we have seen historically in order to feed a wealthier, more populous 
world. 

I know you recognize the importance of this technology, but I am concerned that it seems to 
be taking much more time to move new traits through APHIS approval. The Plant Protection 
Act gives APHIS authority to determine if a genetically engineered crop is a plant pest, and if 
APHIS determines that such a crop is not a plant pest, it must be deregulated — there is no 
authority to further delay approval with an environmental impact statement or other 
obstacles. 

The 9th Circuit Court recently stated, “If APHIS concludes that the presumptive plant pest 
does not exhibit any risk of plant pest harm, APHIS must deregulate it since the agency does 
not have jurisdiction to regulate organisms that are not plant pests.” Will USDA change its 
deregulation process in response to the Circuit Court decision, which held that once USDA 
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concluded a plant “was not a plant pest. . .the agency had no jurisdiction regulating the crop”? 
Will USDA continue to require environmental impact statements (EIS) rather than 
environmental assessments, even though an EIS adds years to the approval process? Is there 
any legal or scientific justification for doing so? In your view, should the potential threat of 
unfounded lawsuits from environmental activists be given priority by USDA over the need of 
farmers for products that can help manage threats and grow more food on less land? 

Finally, I know there are instances in which foreign governments, such as Brazil and Canada, 
have approved traits that have not been deregulated in the United States. Is there any 
scientific reason or other basis for the delay in U.S. approval, causing us to lag behind our 
foreign competitors? 



227 


Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition & Forestry 
Nominations Flearing: Krysta Flardenfor Deputy Secretary of Agriculture, and 
Robert Bonnie for Under Secretary of Agriculture for Natural Resources and Environment 

July 23, 2013 
Questions for the record 


Senator Klobuchar 


Krysta Harden 

1) This \A/eek the Department of Agriculture announced that they w/ould allow/ emergency 
haying and grazing in Minnesota to increase the availability of feed for dairy and cattle 
producers in response to the severe loss of this year's alfalfa crop. Understanding the 
importance of responding to disasters quickly, as the Deputy Secretary of Agriculture, 
how/ w/ould you w/ork to make timely disaster assistance for agriculture producers a 
priority? 

Robert Bonnie 

1) The Environmental Protection Agency is currently w/orking to develop a rule to 

determine the carbon accounting of energy from biomass sources such as w/ood. The 
Department of Agriculture and the Forest Service have done a great deal of research on 
this topic. How would you collaborate with the EPA to ensure that the EPA uses the best 
possible science when looking at the full life-cycle analysis of these renewable 
resources? 
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Questions for the Record for Krysta L, Harden, of Georgia, nominee for the 
position of Deputy Secretary of Agriculture 

United States Senator Mitch McConnell 

Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition & Forestry 

July 23, 2013 


Krysta Hardeti- 

On December 1 8, 2012, the USDA’s Risk Management Agency (RMA), without notice in the 
Federal Register, aimounced changes to crop insurance requirements for hurley and flue-cured 
tobacco effective for the 2013 planting season. Specifically, the RMA changed the rotation 
schedule requirement for burley and flue-cured tobacco from three years to two years on the 
same plot of land. It is my understanding that these changes were made in an effort to reduce 
risk and losses attributed to disease and to address concerns of crop insurance fraud. I certainly 
support the RMA's efforts to improve the tobacco insurance program and to address program 
integrity that will lead to a sustainable and responsible continuation of the overall crop insurance 
program. 

However, the unfortunate timing of this aimouncement rendered many tobacco farmers in 
Kentucky ineligible for coverage in 2013. Having grown up on a tobacco farm yourself, you 
may be aware that by the time this announcement was made in December, farmers had already 
made irreversible planting preparations and did not have the resources necessary to procure new, 
eligible land to plant their tobacco. Consequently, many were forced to plant tobacco without 
crop insurance coverage for 2013. Moving forward six months, excessive rain in my region has 
caused tremendous tobacco losses and many Kentucky fanners now do not have coverage, due to 
no fault of their own. The USDA’s untimely announcement, not the policy change itself, already 
has and will continue to have a negative effect on these tobacco producers’ bottom line this year. 

1) If confirmed by the Senate as the Deputy Secretary of Agriculture, how will you ensure a 
more realistic and transparent process that involves more producer input with regards to 
USDA policy changes? 

2) Will you also commit to working with tobacco growers in Kentucky to pursue other tools 
and programs, such as the Farm Service Agency's (FSA) Emergency Loan (EM) 
program, that might help offset some of their losses? 
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Senator Pat Roberts 

Questions 

Confirmation Hearing of Harden and Bonnie 

July 23, 2013 

To be submitted for the record: 

Ms, Harden: 

1 . We have heard consistently from America’s farmers and ranchers that crop insurance is 
the cornerstone of the farm safety net. Farmers, their bankers and the overall agricultural 
economy depend on the security provided by crop insurance. What role do you see crop 
insurance playing in the future? 

2. Last year’s implementation of new regulations regarding the National School Lunch 
Program caused tremendous concerns for Kansas students and families, particularly 
maximum calorie limits. 

While FNS has provided temporary relief for several of the requirements, regulations for 
the National School Breakfast Program and Competitive Foods (Snacks) go into effect 
this upcoming school year. Will USDA continue to work with Congress to provide much 
needed flexibility as these regulations are implemented? 

3. As USDA’s Foreign Agriculture Service and the office of the United State Trade 
Representative and work to negotiate the Trans Pacific Partnership (TPP) and the 
Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (T-TIP), what is the outlook for increased 
market access American agriculture products including US beef and pork? 

4. We still have unresolved issues with pork market access into Russia, China, and Taiwan. 
What is the status of those issues? 

5. USDA's Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) has a proposed 
reorganization which would result in Kansas losing the presence of an area veterinarian 
in charge (AVIC). The Kansas Department of Agriculture works closely and on a regular 
basis with the AVIC currently in Kansas and is concerned that a physical move of this 
position to Nebraska will impact Kansas in a negative way, especially as the National Bio 
and Agro-Defense Facility (NBAF) will be located in Manhattan, Kansas. What is the 
status of the reorganization proposal? 

6. USDA's National Agriculture Statistics Service (NASS) Kansas Field Office is operated 
in cooperation with the Kansas Department of Agriculture (KDA) and is known as 
Kansas Agricultural Statistics. In order to finds ways to more effectively collect statistical 
data KDA has proposed several opportunities for collaboration including a pilot 
methodology for electronic surveying. What is the status of KDA’ s offer and are there 
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further opportunities to improve cost efficiencies and cooperation between NASS and 
KDA? 

Mr. Bonnie: 

1. Mr. Bonnie, Kansas farmers, ranchers, and landowners are concerned with US Fish and 
Wildlife listing the Lesser Prairie Chicken as an endangered species. Specifically, most 
are concerned with the designation of wide swaths of the state as prairie chicken habitat 
that would inhibit producers’ ability to voluntarily manage their operations on their 
private land. 

2. While Fish and Wildlife Services will not m^e a final decision on a listing until March 
30, 2014, will NRCS work to pursue voluntary conservation plans for the lesser prairie 
chicken habitat? 

3. One of the most popular USDA programs in Kansas is the Environmental Quality 
Incentives Program (EQIP). In FY 2012 there were over 1,300 EQIP contracts covering 
over 314,000 acres and $25 million in projects dollars obligated for voluntary 
conservation practices in Kansas alone. As Undersecretary will you continue to work 
with us to make sure these programs remain as beneficial partnerships? 

4. As cover crops gain popularity they are also becoming an emerging issue in Kansas 
agriculture. For example, producers prevented from terminating cover crops before 
planting their program crops due to rain or wind have in some cases lost crop insurance 
coverage. What do you see as the future for cover crops as a practice and how can NRCS 
engage with producers, farm organizations, and the rest of the USDA to get there? 

5. As the administration and USDA looks to confront climate change, will you work with 
Congress to address concerns and find solutions or operate through regulations and 
pursue executive orders? 
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SENATE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION & 

FORESTRY 

FULL COMMITTEE HEARING 
Confirmation Hearing 

Krysta Harden - Deputy Secretary of Agriculture 

Robert Bonnie - Under Secretary for Natural Resources and 

Environment 

Tuesday, July 23, 2013 - 10:30 AM 
Questions for Witnesses 
Senator John Thune 



1. Other than passing a Farm Bill - what would you say 
is USDA’s greatest need or ask from Congress 
today? 

2. What role do you see the climate change debate 
playing in future policies and administrative actions 
at USDA? 
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3. Ms. Harden, crop insurance is the primary safety net 
tool for farmers in my home state of SD as well as 
most commodity crop producers across the United 
States. The direct payments authorized in the 2008 
and preceding Farm Bills did not have a significant 
impact on stabilizing and protecting commodity crop 
production for most producers and Commodity Title 
proposals in the 2013 House and Senate Farm Bills 
will do little to protect commodity crop production 
for most producers in the future, when commodity 
prices drop or production losses occur - however, 
adequate crop insurance protection will continue to 
be crucial. 

Crop insurance must be kept actuarially sound and 
keeping it affordable is critical, especially in higher 
risk areas like the Western Com Belt and in light of 
multiple years of prevent plant claims. 

Would Risk Management Agency be willing to 
explore whether it currently has legal authority to 
allow reduced prevented planting coverage or no 
coverage at all? And if such authority exists would 
RMA consider a limited pilot program? 
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Robert Bonnie - Under Secretary for Natural 
Resources and Environment 


Questions: 

1. On July 9, 2013, all three of the South Dakota 
delegation sent a letter to Secretary Vilsack asking 
for his assistance in maintaining a charter for the 
Black Hills National Forest Advisory Board and 
appointing members to the Board in a timely manner. 
Over the past 4 V 2 years, the BHNF has had to cancel 
1 7 meetings of the Advisory Board either because the 
charter had expired or because there weren’t enough 
members to constitute a quorum. The Advisory 
Board was originally chartered to provide a venue for 
stakeholders and the Forest Service to discuss 
management issues on the BHNF. I would note also 
that the Black Hills National Forest Advisory Board 
conforms to the USDA and FS’s expectation of more 
collaboration regarding national forest management. 
So, can we count on you to recognize the significance 
and importance of the Black Hills National Forest 
Advisory Board and to do everything in your power 
to ensure that no more meetings are cancelled due to 
failure of USDA to maintain the Charter and 
membership? 
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2. The timber harvest levels on the Black Hills National 
Forest and the Rocky Mountain Region are less than 
what we should be harvesting to aggressively respond 
to the mountain pine beetle epidemics, the spruce 
beetle epidemics, the potential for catastrophic fires, 
and also the level needed by the forest products 
companies that depend on the national forests for 
timber supplies. The Forest Service’s restoration 
strategy repeatedly advocates for “increased pace and 
scale of restoration”, managing for increased 
resiliency, and for a harvest level of 3 billion board 
feet (bbf) from the national forests. Unfortunately, 
the restoration strategy is short on details of how to 
achieve a 3 bbf program. Even worse, the Forest 
Service lost ground in FY 13 towards 3 bbf Do you 
agree with the restoration strategy? If so, how do you 
plan to get the Forest Service back on track toward 
“increased pace and scale”, increased resiliency, and 
a 3 bbf program? 
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3. The Black Hills National Forest, and many other 
national forests, was not able to hire their full 
planned complement of seasonal workers this 
summer due to problems with the Forest Service’s 
hiring process. These seasonal workers are critical to 
many national forest programs, and not being able to 
hire the full complement is negatively affecting those 
programs. Frankly, I find this situation unbelievable. 
How did this happen, what effect is that having on 
those programs, and most importantly, what steps 
would you anticipate taking to fix the underlying 
problems so this never happens again? 


4. Fire suppression costs and periodic “fire borrowing” 
are both having a serious detrimental effect on the 
Forest Service’s ability to implement on-the-ground 
programs, including projects designed to implement 
proactive management practices to reduce the 
potential for catastrophic fires. Wliat are your 
thoughts on how to work with the Congress to 
address this problem? 
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5. On June 18, 2013 the Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee reported out S. 327, the Good Neighbor 
Forestry Act. This bipartisan legislation, of which I 
am a cosponsor, authorizes the Forest Service and the 
BFM to enter into cooperative agreements and 
contracts with state foresters to provide forest, 
rangeland, and watershed restoration and protection 
services. Currently, only Colorado and Utah have 
this important tool and I believe this authority would 
be beneficial to help fight the pine beetle infestation, 
and for fuel reduction thinning and invasive species 
work across federal, state, and private lands. Do you 
support Good Neighbor Authority in general and the 
Good Neighbor Forestry Act in particular to assist 
both federal and state agencies to improve forest 
health? 
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Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition & Forestry 
23 July 201 3 
Robert Bonnie 
Questions for the record 


Chainvoma n Stabenow 


Question for Mr. Bonnie 

1 . Green Building/Wood Products Research: A few years ago, the Secretary announced 
plans to promote wood use in building construction and invest further in research to 
evaluate wood products life cycle impacts. As the Secretary mentioned, this initiative 
could support jobs and strong rural economies, healthy working forests, and help mitigate 
climate change because wood products store carbon. 

What is the status of this initiative, and in particular, have you fully invested in the 
research necessary to evaluate the life cycle impacts of wood products? What will you do 
in your new role to continue to support this initiative? 

Response : In 2011 USDA adopted a policy to preferentially use wood in buildings. 

Forest Service research demonstrates the environmental benefits of using wood over 
other construction materials and continues to examine ways to more precisely measure 
these. USDA and the Forest Service will continue to search for opportunities to highlight 
the value of wood as a green building material. USDA is also working with other federal 
agencies to consider wood as a green building material. USDA will continue efforts to 
invest in research into u.ses for wood products. 

2. The recent DC Circuit biomass decision has created significant uncertainty and on the 
ground impacts for biomass and pulp and paper facilities that have recently received 
permits or have construction or modification permit applications pending. 

Do you agree that finalizing a rule in a timely fashion is now more important than ever in 
light of the D.C, Circuit decision and the uncertainty it has caused for the forest products 
industry. 

Response : Woody biomass can be a renewable resource and, as such, can have 
significant greenhouse gas benefits relative to fo.ssil fuels. In addition, markets for woody 
biomass can help support restoration and management of our National Forests while 
providing an economic incentive for private landowners to maintain forests. The DC 
Circuit decision may create uncertainty in the forest products industry with respect to 
how biogenic C02 emissions from woody biomass and other biogenic sources will 
ultimately be treated under Title V of the Clean Air Act. USDA will continue to work 
with EPA on this is.sue. 
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What are the implications that this policy could have on existing facilities that are in the 
process for new permits or modifications, as well as future investments? 

Response : EPA had adopted a three year deferral on permitting related to biogenic 
emissions for the purpose of gathering the science and technical information necessary to 
support of a rule regarding treatment of biogenic emissions under Title V of the Clean 
Air Act. The DC Circuit Court’s action removed the three year deferral which will create 
uncertainty as to the treatment of biogenic C02 emissions from new and modified 
facilities that burn biomass. As I stated earlier, we will work with EPA on this issue. 

How have you worked together with EPA on the Tailoring Rule amendments to ensure 
that USDA's expertise on forest carbon is fully reflected? 

Response : Over the last se\>eral years, USDA scientists in the Forest Service and the 
Climate Change Program Office have provided EPA with substantial information related 
to lifecycle emissions and sequestration associated with use of woody biomass as energy. 
USDA will continue to work with EPA on this topic. 

Senator Klobuchar 


Question for Robert Bonnie 

1 . The Environmental Protection Agency is currently working to develop a rule to determine 
the carbon accounting of energy from biomass sources such as wood. The Department of 
Agriculture and the Forest Service have done a great deal of research on this topic. How 
would you collaborate with the EPA to ensure that the EPA uses the best possible science 
when looking at the full life-cycle analysis of these renewable resources? 

Response: Woody biomass is a renewable resource and, as such, can have significant 
greenhouse gas benefits relative to fossil fuels. In addition, markets for woody biomass 
can help support restoration and management of our National Forests while providing an 
economic incentive for private landowners to maintain forests. Over the last several 
years, scientists in the Forest Service and the Climate Change Program Office have 
provided EPA with substantial information related to lifecycle emissions and 
sequestration associated with use of woody biomass as energy. USDA will continue to 
work with EPA on this topic. 


Senator Gillibrand 


Questions for Mr. Robert Bonnie 

1. Creating an agriculture system that produces wholesome and safe food w'hile protecting 
our nation’s environment is truly a mounting challenge in the 2H' century. In your new 
position, what will be your top priorities in order to meet this challenge? 
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Response: In response to the challenges of protecting our nation 's environment while 
ensuring a productive and safe food supply, my priorities will focus on three key areas: 
restoring ecosystems: strengthening rural communities: and managing wildland fires. 
Through strategic partnerships, I will work with the Forest Service and NRCS to continue 
to accomplish more work, yield more benefits for the people we serve while also 
sustaining forest and grassland ecosystems for future generations. 

2. Small and medium sized dairy fanners face very unique and difficult challenges for their 
truly great contributions to our nation’s food supply. How will you be able to ensure that 
policies like those for the Standard for Nutrient Management plans are created with full 
consideration and collaboration with dedicated dairy farmers in places like Upstate New 
York? And how will you improve the Natural Resource Conservation Service’s future 
collaboration with dairy and specialty crop farmers, as well as extension experts? 

Response: NRCS has made a concerted effort nationally to obtain input from those who 
are impacted by the standard and increased flexibilities based on that input. Once a 
national standard is released, NRCS State offices collaborate with State-based partners, 
(e.g, land grant university technical experts, water quality control experts, agricultural 
industry experts, consultant groups, and farmers) to ensure that local field and farm 
management factors are considered throughout the development of State nutrient 
management standards. State conservation practice standards are designed to deliver 
planning products that are effective and fit local conditions. NRCS in New York worked 
with its partners to tailor its State standard, which resulted in a standard that reflects 
State conditions and is suitable for voluntary conservation efforts. If confirmed, I will 
work with NRCS to maximize outreach opportunities to ensure that the development of 
technical standards reflect input from and collaboration with agriculture and natural 
resource communities. 

3 . The USDA OIG recently published an audit in February 2013 of the agency you are 
nominated to lead, which identified that NRCS needs to improve its eompliance activities 
by developing a comprehensive, integrated compliance strategy; as well as the need to 
improve the organization’s structure and dynamics, and to better target and management 
risk. Please describe what actions you will take in your new position in order to address 
these issues, as well as your timeline for their completion. 

Re.sponse: The development of a comprehensive, integrated compliance strategy is well 
underway. By the end of this fiscal year NRCS will have a full plan developed and will 
implement the plan in FY20I4. NRCS is also working to develop and implement a 
thorough risk assessment of program operations. My goal, if confirmed, is to ensure 
implementation of the compliance strategy is on track, NRCS will be able to determine 
how well internal controls are functioning and how they can be improved; identify; 
manage and reduce risk to the agency; promote and maintain economical, efficient and 
effective operations; and protect resources against fraud, waste and abuse. 


Sen. Ben net 
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Questions for Robert Bonnie: 

1 . Colorado’s forests have had a rough few years. Beyond catastrophic wildfires, we’ve 
also seen unprecedented insect epidemics affecting huge stands of timber across the slate. 
In February of 2012, the Forest Service published a restoration strategy to address forest 
health issues in a more coordinated way. I often hear about these approaches in 
Colorado — including more collaborative projects with industry and environmental 
groups, more mechanical thinning, and more jobs in the forest products industry. Can 
you discuss the status of implementing the Forest Service’s restoration strategy? How can 
Congress and this Committee work with you to achieve the worthwhile goals set out in 
that strategy? 

Response : Colorado ’s forests, like so many forests throughout the West, are at risk due to 
uncharacteristically severe wildfires, pine bark beetles and diseases. Such stresses and 
disturbances are impacting forests, grasslands, and watersheds on an unprecedented 
scale. If confirmed, 1 would work with the Forest Service to restore and manage our 
forests so that they are more resilient to a variety of threats, particularly catastrophic 
wildfire. Thinning, hazardous fuels removal, reforestation, habitat enhancements, 
invasive species control, and other measures can help to make an ecosystem more 
resilient and more capable of delivering benefits, such as protecting water supplies and 
supporting native fish and wildlife. If confirmed, I will work with the Forest Service to 
enhance restoration outcomes such as reduced risk from fire, insects, and diseases; 
maintaining clean drinking water for communities; and supporting rural jobs and 
economic opportunities. 

2. People back in Colorado have various perspectives to share when asked about the barriers 
to getting more restoration work done on our national forests. Some say it’s all about a 
lack of money; others say environmental analysis and lawsuits. Most all will agree that 
we should do more work on the front end to reduce our risk of wildfire. As the saying 
goes - an ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure. Can you share your perspective 
on the largest barriers to achieving your restoration and fuels reduction goals on our 
national forests? 

Response : Forest restoration and management are a priority for the Forest Service and 
the Department, and if confirmed I will work hard to find ways to increase the pace and 
scale of this work. There is no single prescription for getting more work done in the 
woods. Budget resources are important. Over the long-term this means addressing the 
impact ofrisingfire suppression costs on the entire Forest Service budget. With respect 
to environmental analysis, undertaking larger scale analyses and developing new ways to 
streamline NEPA analyses while maintaining the integrity of environmental analyses is 
important. Collaborative approaches can build public support for this work and reduce 
litigation risks. If confirmed, 1 look forward to working with you and the members of the 
Committee, as well as the Forest Service and stakeholders throughout the country to 
continue to address this issue. 
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3. In March of this year, 1 introduced S. 651, the Thompson Divide Withdrawal and 

Protection Act. The legislation would withdraw nearly 200,000 acres of White River 
National Forest land in Colorado from future mineral leasing. The area’s undeveloped 
character is a main driver of the local economy and the legislation is widely-supported by 
the communities in this region. Will the Department continue to collaborate closely with 
me and my office on this legislation and the implications of Forest Service planning 
decisions in the area? 

Response : Yes, I look forward to continuing close collaboration between the Department 
and your office on this legislation and to discussing the implications of Forest Service 
planning decisions in your area. 

Rankinp Member Cnchran 


Questions for Robert Bonnie 

1. The Senate Farm Bill proposes to consolidate the Farmland Protection Program (FPP), 
Grassland Reserve Program (GRP), and the Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP) easement 
programs into one larger program with two separate components: agricultural land 
easements (ALE) and wetland reserve easements (WRE). After the 2008 Farm Bill, it is 
my understanding that USDA encountered difficulties in finalizing the FPP regulations. 
Despite the agency's efforts, I understand that the FPP certification process has resulted 
in one certified entity to date. A new easement program will rely on this existing 
certification process for new land easements. 1 am concerned about the development of 
new rules and regulations that could delay or have a negative impact on the wetlands 
reserve portion of a consolidated easement program. If confirmed, will you commit to 
work with me and this Committee to ensure that the certification process developed for 
land easements is practical and less cumbersome? If confirmed, w'hat steps will you take 
to make sure that any possible delay on the ALE portion of the consolidated easement 
program does not delay action on the wetlands reserve portion? 

Response: While the Agricultural Conservation Easement Program (ACEP) will be a 
new program, there are only very minor changes in the consolidated program compared 
to the original source programs of FPP, GRP, and WRP. Therefore, the promulgation 
of a new, consolidated regulation to implement both components of the new program 
should be able to proceed expeditiously and not delay action on wetlands conservation 
and other portions of the easement program. I am committed to working with you and 
the Committee to ensure that all programs are implemented in a streamlined manner that 
allows agricultural landowners to participate fully in our easement programs while 
ensuring proper internal controls and safeguards are placed upon the use of Federal 
taxpayer funds. 


2. There have been several recent USDA Office of Inspector General (OIG) reports which 
recommend the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) improve the policies 
and procedures regarding the administration of the Farmland Protection Program. If 
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confinned, what steps will you take to ensure that the proper internal controls and 
safeguards are in place to review the States administration of the easement programs and 
the overall operations of the non-governmental (NGO) organizations’ role in the 
programs? 

Response: Recent oversight efforts by NRCS and by external auditors have identified 
areas for improved internal controls and safeguards for the Farmland Protection 
Program. These safeguards include an overview of state obligations and payment 
processes; a review of FRPP Cooperative Agreements to verify eligibility, availability of 
funds, and required agreement provisions: development of automated tools; and training 
modules and requirements based on program specialty. If confirmed I will work to 
ensure NRCS implements necessary safeguards that ensure the effective use of 
conservation funding. 

3, One of the programs under your purview is the Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program 
(WHIP). The Senate-passed Farm Bill proposes some changes to the program. If 
confirmed, should a new Farm Bill be enacted into law, will you commit to work with me 
and this Committee to implement this program in a manner that maximizes fish and 
wildlife habitat in conjunction with working farms and forests? 

Response: Farm Bill programs like WHIP have been very important in conserving and 
restoring fish and wildlife habitat on our working lands. The Administration is looking 
forward to a positive conclusion and passage of a new Farm Bill. If confirmed, 1 commit 
to working with you to implement new programs in order to maximize fish and wildlife 
habitat in conjunction with farms and forests. 

4. The Senate-passed farm bill includes a few key changes to strengthen and streamline 
Conservation programs. More than 60 percent of Mississippi’s forestland is owned by 
families and individuals, and the Farm Bill conservation programs are key to making sure 
these family forest owners have the tools and resources they need to conserve their 
forests and keep them healthy. Throughout the implementation of the Farm Bill, what 
will you do to ensure forestry remains a priority within the conservation programs and 
that forest owners have access to the tools and resources they need? 

Response: Conserving our working forests lands is a priority for me as these lands 
provide the public enormous benefits while .supporting jobs in forest industry. The 
Secretary has encouraged Forest Service and NRCS to work together in supporting forest 
management and conservation on our working lands. I understand and value the 
importance of private landowners and, if confirmed, will be dedicated to ensuring that 
forest owners and managers have the conservation tools they need to keep their lands 
productive and healthy. Already forest owners are participating significantly in the 
conservation programs administered by NRCS, working together to improve forest stand 
health, manage forests for habitat, and increase the economic value of forestlands. 
Through State Foresters, the Forest Service also supports access to important technical 
assistance to forestland operators participating in conservation programs. Through new 
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conservation programs to continue to be strong. 


5. The concept of locally-led conservation has been a cornerstone of conservation policy for 
decades. The Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP), one of the largest and most 
popular programs among producers, is designed to assist producers with implementing 
specific conservation practices on the ground and the delivery of the program relies heavily 
on input at the state and local level. If confirmed, how do you intend to balance the emphasis 
on locally-led conservation while addressing national priorities through landscape initiatives? 
Would it be your intention to focus on a more 

top-down, national initiative approach with regard to administering EQIP and other 
conservation programs? 

Retivonse: The Environmental Quality Incentives Program has been a great success, due in 
large part to the emphasis on locally led conservation efforts. . If confirmed, I will remain 
committed to retaining the program ’s locally led, voluntary conservation projects, while 
sustaining the flexibility for these local priorities to be addressed at the landscape level, 
where appropriate. 


6. A number of conservation organizations have expressed concern with the funding level of 
conservation technical assistance in recent years. I, along with several of my colleagues, 
share the concern that lowered funding for conservation technical assistance means that 
NRCS is having difficulty in delivering programs to producers and private landowners. 

If confirmed, what steps will you take to work with the Office of Management and 
Budget (0MB), conservation groups, and Congress to make sure that USDA has the 
resources to properly deliver the conservation programs authorized by the Agriculture 
Committee? Can you provide a detailed breakdown of what NRCS funds for 
conservation technical assistance? 

Response: I agree that technical assistance is critical to achieving the voluntary conservation 
benefits for the environment and our nation 's farmers, ranchers and private landowners. CTA is 
the foundation of conservation delivery, providing for on the ground technical assistance with 
conservation planning and implementation, as well as the avenue for developing needed 
conservation tools and technologies. CTA is funded under the Agency 's Conservation Operations 
account through the annual appropriations process. CT.4 was funded at $744.8 million in FY 
2011, $729.5 million in FY 2012, and S675.8 million in FY 2013, reflecting sequestration and 
rescission. Specifically, CTA funding supports the following activities: direct technical 
assistance to farmers, ranchers, forest owners, and others to plan and implement conservation 
measures: area-wide conservation planning assistance to communities collaboratively with units 
of government; development and transfer science-based standards, tools, and technologies for 
assessment, management, and conservation of natural resources; implementation of 
conservation compliance; and acquisition and analysis of natural resource inventory and 
conservation effects data. 
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In this increasingly difficult budget environment, USDA is committed to providing our 
customers with high-quality service while managing reduced budgets. That is why USDA 
continues to look for cost savings in all areas in order to deliver the necessary technical 
assistance to farmers, ranchers and private landowners. If confirmed, I will work with this 
Administration and 

Congress to ensure that USDA has the necessary resources to carry out its conservation 
mission. 

7. It has come to my attention that NRCS has experienced a considerable backlog in 
wetland determinations in four states; Iowa, Minnesota, North Dakota and South Dakota, 
It is my understanding that as of February 2013, NRCS had a backlog of over 14,000 
wetland determinations and NRCS directed additional conservation technical assistance 
resources to address this backlog. To date, what progress has been made on this 
significant backlog? Given the current backlog, staffing issues, and workload, do you 
think USDA will have to shift additional resources away from some states? 

Response: In the Prairie Pothole Region, NRCS has ttvo challenges: reduce the backlog 
of wetland determinations and ensure that our data is reliable and accurate. NRCS has 
reduced the backlog by 40% by increasing the investment in targeted areas and 
streamlining processes, and the agency is still working to decrease the backlog even 
further. NRCS is implementing improved data management systems as well, to ensure 
that information on wetlands, backlog, and determination requests is complete and 
accurate. If confirmed, I commit to working with you to make further improvements in 
this area. 

8. NRCS has the authority to enter into cooperative agreements with other Federal, state, or 
local entities as w'ell as non-profits, for-profits, and other entities. Excluding the 
cooperative agreements entered into through a conservation program, how many active 
cooperative agreements is NRCS party to? Can you explain the process NRCS uses in 
determining whether or not to enter into a cooperative agreement and how the 
cooperative agreements arc funded? Given recent budget conditions, how does NRCS 
determine which cooperative agreements to continue and which to terminate? 

Response : NRCS enters into cooperative agreements with partners for the delivery of 
technical assistance ("boots on the ground”) at the National and State levels. For FY 2013, 
NRCS has 34 such agreements at the national level. In addition, NRCS State offices may- 
enter into agreements with local entities, such as soil and water conservation districts, to 
provide technical services in support of conservation. 

All cooperative agreement awards are required to be competitive unless certain requirements 
are met that deems competition is not appropriate for a particular agreement (7 CFR 
3015. 158). Decisions about entering into any cooperative agreement are based on whether it 
furthers the Agency mission. NRCS has a quality control process to ensure that agreements 
being proposed have been reviewed and approved by the appropriate agency leadership and 
that they fall within the agency ’s mission. 
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All agreements are time hound and specify clear deliverables. If the partnering entity does 
not maintain compliance, NRCS as the awarding agency will implement 
suspension/termination procedures (7 CFR 3016.43 and.44). 

Funding for cooperative agreements come from discretionary and mandatory technical 
assistance funds made available to carry out the agency 's mission and conservation 
initiatives. 


9. There has been much discussion about what the proper role is for the Federal government 
in establishing various types of environmental credit trading markets. Over the past 
several years, NRCS has awarded several grants that some think lay the groundwork for 
USDA to establish credit markets. What is your opinion about the proper role of 
government in establishing these markets? What authority do you think USDA has in 
trying to develop these types of markets? For example, some constituencies believe 
USDA has the authority to buy these types of credits. Do you agree or disagree with this 
philosophy? Do you think USDA’s conservation programs should be altered or 
administered in any way to facilitate the establishment of these markets? 

Response: Environmental markets are one of several emerging tools that USDA believes 
can accelerate conservation adoption, achieve environmental improvement at lower cost, 
and bring additional resources to support private lands conservation and complement 
USDA's traditional cost-share programs Section 2709 of the 2008 Farm Bill provides 
specific direction for USDA on environmental markets, including directing the Secretary 
to establish technical guidelines that outline .science-based methods for measuring 
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environmental services from land management USDA has worked to develop these 
technical guidelines and science-based methods over the last several years. As you note, 
NRCS has been a leader in supporting the development of environmental markets and 
trading programs, both through financial and technical assistance. These grants will help 
farmers, ranchers and forest landowners and many other stakeholders develop 
environmental markets through real world, on-the-ground projects. In a time of 
declining federal funding, the nation must continue its conservation legacy through new 
approaches to both conservation and regulation. 

10, USDA has been working with other federal agencies on the concept of agricultural 
certainty for some years. If confirmed, what actions will you take to help finalize 
agreements that recognize once a producer or landowner is in compliance with certain 
regulations that he or she should have safe harbor from future changes to those 
regulations? What do you view is IJSDA's role and how will you work to advance these 
agreements related to agricultural certainty? 

Response: Certainty programs give producers assurances that if they implement specific 
conservation practices on their lands and maintain those practices, they will be in 
compliance with state and federal regulations - and won ’t he asked to do more for a set 
period of time. If confirmed, I will work with NRCS to expand these voluntary certainty 
programs so that landowners who wish to participate can receive assurances that they 
can continue to produce food and fiber while also protecting natural resources. , 

11. The Agriculture Reform, Food and Jobs Act of 2013 includes permanent reauthorization 
of Stewardship End-Result Contracting. 1 have heard from a broad coalition of forestry 
stakeholders encompassing land managers, conservation groups and the forest products 
industry expressing support for the reauthorization of this authority. 1 know many states, 
including Mississippi, use this authority to achieve land management goals while meeting 
local and rural community needs. Some stakeholders express concern that the U.S, 

Forest Service will use this authority to replace and reduce the Forest Service timber 
program. Flow do you view the role of stewardship contracting authority? If confirmed, 
will you work to assure this Committee and forestry stakeholders that this authority will 
not attempt to diminish or replace the Forest Service timber program? 

Response: Stewardship contracting is a valuable tool to increase efficiency by 
eliminating the need to issue multiple contracts and reducing the number of financial 
transactions to accomplish restoration work. It allows for longer contract periods that 
provide more security to wood-working companies, encourage investments in equipment, 
and contribute to healthier rural communities. Collaboration with local communities is a 
key component of successful stewardship contracting, starting early and continuing 
throughout planning, implementation, and monitoring. This has reduced conflict and has 
resulted in fewer appeals and lawsuits. 

If confirmed, I will work to as.sure both the Committee and forestry stakeholders that 
Stewardship Contracting is a valuable tool to accomplish restoration work and that it is 
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complimentary to the timber program ultimately allowing the Forest Service to do more 
work in the woods. 

12. Forests help provide clean drinking water, critical wildlife habitats, recreational 
opportunities, sustainable and renewable resources, and economic viability for rural 
communities across the country. While I consider our National Forests to be national 
treasures, 1 am also a firm believer that a primary mission of the Forest Service is to 
administer and oversee working National Forests that provide multiple uses to the public. 
Active forest management and landscape restoration work is critical to maintain the 
health of our National Forests. 1 have some concerns that the Administration’s FY2014 
budget proposes to reduce the scale of forest restoration on National Forests even after 
the agency acknowledged the need to increase management in 2012. For example, most 
National Forests in Region 8 are harvesting significantly less timber than called for in 
their current forest plans. If confirmed, can you commit to working with me and this 
Committee to improve performance in our National Forests? 

Response: I am absolutely committed to increasing the pace of restoration on our 
National Forest System lands. If confirmed, I would welcome the opportunity to work 
with you and the Committee to increase active management on national forests. 

13. If confinned, your position will oversee the U.S. Forest Service. The U.S. Forest Service 
has been working to implement the Large Airtanker Modernization Strategy with the sole 
purpose of upgrading the aging airtanker fleet with -next generation! airtankers. As 
Under Secretary for Natural Resources and Environment how much involvement will you 
have in advancing this priority? What would an updated fleet of aerial assets, including 
airtankers and scoopers, look like in your view - in terms of aircraft mix and how these 
planes are owned and operated? 1 understand that the U.S. Forest Service recognizes the 
benefits that scooper aircrafts can add as a tool to aerial fire suppression efforts and the 
agency has been working with the Department of Interior to add an additional scooper 
aircraft to the fleet. Can you provide a status update of this interagency process and 
when it is expected to be completed? 

Response: I recognize how critical it is for the Forest Service to successfully implement 
the Large Air tanker Modernization Strategy. If confirmed, I would play integral role in 
advancing that implementation. 

I agree with the Forest Service ’s determination that a core fleet of 1 8-28 Next Generation 
large air tankers (LATs) is needed, comprised of a mix of aircraft makes/models 
(including scoopers) and provided by a variety of sources, to meet the firefighting 
challenges of the future. Private industry has been, and will continue to be, a key source 
of air tankers for the Federal wildland firefighting effort. This mix, M’hich would include 
Next Generation large (Type 1 and Type 2) air tankers, water scoopers, single engine air 
tankers (SEATs), very large air tankers (VLATs) and heavy helicopters, is necessary to 
continue to provide effective aerial .support for managing wildfires. 
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In the long term, I will support the agency as it continues to explore the costs and benefits 
of a variety of ownership and contract options to meet wildfire mission requirements. 

In order to facilitate progress in awarding a contract for a modern, certificated, proven 
purpose built scooper aircraft, the Forest Service has embarked upon a procurement 
process which should result in a contract by approximately mid-September. 

14. On July 2, 2013, the Secretary of Agriculture issued a Memorandum addressing 
Sustainable Forestry in Southeast Alaska. In that memorandum the Forest Service is 
directed to transition the harvest from old growth to young growth over a period of 10 to 
15 years while maintaining an integrated wood products industry and sustaining 
communities in the region. How do you envision this transition occurring over the 10 to 
15 year period? Specilically, how will you, if confirmed, ensure that this transition 
successfully sustains the timber jobs and communities in Southeast Alaska? 

Response : The Secretary laid out two goals in the Memorandum: (1) transitioning the 
Tongass National Forest to young growth timber, and (2) doing so in a way that 
-preserves a viable timber industry that provides jobs and opportunities for the residents 
of Southeast Alaska, il As part of the transition. Forest Service will provide -bridge 
timberl that will provide a supply of old growth timber M’hile increasing young growth 
sales. If confirmed, I expect to play a lead role in USDA in monitoring the progress of 
the eight action items described in the Secretary 's Memorandum and finding ways to 
ensure that the transition both conserves the Tongass and the forest industry at the same 
time. 

15. On May 24, 2011, the Alaska District Court vacated the Tongass exemption and 
reinstated the 2001 Roadless Rule on the Tongass National Forest (Organized Village of 
Kake, et al. v. USDA, et ah). At this time, the Tongass National Forest is subject to the 
provisions of the 2001 Roadless Rule. The District Court, however, did specifically state 
that the Forest Service may reevaluate its approach to roadless area management in 
Alaska. If confirmed as Under Secretary, will you commit to reevaluate the current 
approach to roadless area management to include considering a new rulemaking on the 
application of the roadless rule in Alaska? 

Response : On March 4, 2011, the Alaska District Court vacated the Tongass Exemption 
Rule and reinstated the roadless rule on the Tongass National Forest (Organized Village 
of Kake. et al, v. USDA, et al., Ca.se No. 1 :09-cv-00023). On June 1 7, 2011, the State of 
Alaska appealed to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals. The State 's appeal is still 
pending. At this time, both National Forests in Alaska are subject to the provisions of the 
roadless rule as provided for in the District Court s Judgment. If confirmed as Under 
Secretary, my focus will be on the transition to young growth in the Tongass and we have 
no plans to undertake a state-based roadless rule in Alaska. 

16. In many states, including Mississippi, the forest products industry is incredibly important 
to the rural economy, rural landowners, and working families. I appreciate the efforts of 
USDA to promote wood products in building construction. One key piece of USDA’s 
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initiative was investing in research to ensure that the latest science and technology for 
wood use is available. Can you provide information on USDA’s commitment to green 
building and wood products research? What will you do to ensure this research continues 
if your nomination is approved? 

Response: Forest Service research demonstrates the environmental benefits of using 
wood over other construction materials and continues to examine M’ays to more precisely 
measure these benefits. USD A and the Forest Service will continue to search for 
opportunities to highlight the value of wood as a green building material. USDA is also 
working with other federal agencies to consider wood as a green building material. 
Forest Service R&D will continue to support Green Building activities. 

1 7. The Resources and Ecosystems Sustainability, Tourist Opportunities and Revived 
Economies of the Gulf Coast States Act (RESTORE Act) established the Gulf Coast 
Ecosystem Restoration Council which is comprised of governors from the five affected 
Gulf States, the Secretaries from the U.S. Departments of Agriculture, Interior, 
Commerce. Homeland Security, the Secretary of the Army, and the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency. It is my understanding that Secretary Vilsack has 
identified the Under Secretary for Natural Resources and Environment as his designee on 
this Council. The Council oversees the Gulf Coast Restoration Trust Fund which was 
established in response to the Deepwater Horizon oil spill with the sole purpose of 
restoring and protecting natural resources, ecosystems, marine and wildlife habitats, 
coastal wetlands and the economy of the Gulf Coast region. If confirmed, what .steps will 
you take to ensure that beneficial projects and programs are funded? Will you eommit to 
providing me with regular updates on the Council’s activities, particularly USDA’s 
involvement? 

Response: A s a RESTORE Act Council member. USDA is fully engaged with our State 
and Federal Council Members and participated in the development of the initial 
Comprehensive Plan required by the Act. In addition, we have provided insights on 
environmental compliance issues as well as financial issues likely to occur with an effort 
of this magnitude. We have also assisted with important outreach efforts not only to the 
general public hut we have also been instrumental in the early efforts to engage Native 
American Tribes. 

USDA has established a permanent Regional Gulf Restoration Team, located in Madison, 
Mississippi, led by Dr. Homer Wilkes, who was previously the NRCS Mississippi State 
Conservationist for 19 years. His extensive experience with Gulf issues and long- 
standing relationships in the Gulf region will greatly enhance NRCS’s ability to optimize 
its Gulf restoration efforts and programs. 

If confirmed. I will provide regular updates to your office on the Council 's activities with 
a focus on USDA 's involvement. 


Sen. Roberts 
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Questions for Robert Bonnie: 

1 . Mr. Bonnie, Kansas farmers, ranchers, and landowners are concerned with US Fish and 
Wildlife listing the Lesser Prairie Chicken as an endangered species. Specifically, most 
are concerned with the designation of wide swaths of the state as prairie chicken habitat 
that would inhibit producers’ ability to voluntarily manage their operations on their 
private land. 

Response : No question. 

2. While Fish and Wildlife Services will not make a final decision on a listing until March 
30, 2014, will NRCS work to pursue voluntary conservation plans for the lesser prairie 
chicken habitat? 

Response: Since 20 JO, NRCS has invested about S25 million in financial assistance with 
producers to make rangeland improvements through this Lesser Prairie Chicken 
Initiative. This assistance will provide almost 750,000 acres ofi improved habitat fior the 
LEPC while providing long term grazing lands improvements. If confirmed, I will work 
with NRCS to support the Lesser Prairie Chicken Initiative and pursue voluntary 
conservation plans for the lesser prairie chicken habitat. 

3. One of the most popular USDA programs in Kansas is the Environmental Quality 
Incentives Program (EQIP). In FY 2012 there were over 1,300 EQIP contracts covering 
over 314,000 acres and S25 million in projects dollars obligated for voluntary 
conservation practices in Kansas alone. As Undersecretary will you continue to work 
with us to make sure these programs remain as beneficial partnerships? 

Response: If confirmed. I will work with producers and ranchers as partners in Kansas 
on EQIP and other conservation programs that can increase both the benefit to 
conservation and the economic prosperity of landowners. 

4. As cover crops gain popularity they are also becoming an emerging issue in Kansas 
agriculture. For example, producers prevented from terminating cover crops before 
planting their program crops due to rain or wind have in some cases lost crop insurance 
coverage. What do you see as the future for cover crops as a practice and how can NRCS 
engage with producers, fami organizations, and the rest of the USDA to get there? 

Response: I believe that the recent expansion of cover crops will continue as farmers 
learn firsthand the environmental and nutrient benefits associated with planting cover 
crops. Earlier this year NRCS, RMA and FSA worked together to come up with a simple, 
consistent policy for cover crops that will provide increased clarity for farmers so those 
farmers who choose to plant cover crops will have confidence that if the follow the 
guidelines they will retain full crop insurance coverage. These new rules will go into 
effect this fall. 
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5, As the administration and USDA looks to confront climate change, will you w'ork with 
Congress to address concerns and find solutions or operate through regulations and 
pursue executive orders? 

Response : An important part of USDA ’s mission is to help farmers, ranchers and forest 
owners manage risks and ensure access to food, fiber, and a range of services for current 
and future generations. We know that farmers and ranchers are on the front lines of 
threat mitigation and adaptation, just as they have been for generations. Over the last 
several years, USDA has worked to reduce the risks for farmers from climate change 
through research, extension, cooperative comervation, technical assistance and financial 
support. This has enabled farmers and natural resource managers to build strong rural 
economies and expand production, while protecting the environment. The Department ’s 
current approach to climate change builds on these proven strategies. USDA 's climate 
change investments have benefits today and will build the infrastructure and capacity in 
rural communities needed to respond to the challenges ahead. If confirmed, I commit to 
working collaboratively with Congress and all stakeholders on this issue. 


Sen. Thune 


Questions for Robert Bonnie 

1. On July 9, 2013, all three of the South Dakota delegation sent a letter to Secretary Vilsack 
asking for his assistance in maintaining a charter for the Black Hills National Forest 
Advisory Board and appointing members to the Board in a timely manner. Over the past 
4 14 years, the BHNF has had to cancel 1 7 meetings of the Advisory Board either because 
the charter had expired or because there weren’t enough members to constitute a quorum. 
The Advisory Board was originally chartered to provide a venue for stakeholders and the 
Forest Service to discuss management issues on the BHNF. I would note also that the 
Black Hills National Forest Advisory Board conforms to the USDA and FS’s expectation 
of more collaboration regarding national forest management. So, can we count on you to 
recognize the significance and importance of the Black Hills National Forest Advisory 
Board and to do everything in your power to ensure that no more meetings are cancelled 
due to failure of USDA to maintain the Charter and membership? 

Response: The Decision Memorandum approving the appointments to fill vacancies on 
the Black Hills National Forest Advisory Board was signed by Secretary Vilsack on July 
23 , 2013 . 

The Black Hills National Forest Advisory Board serves the important purpose of 
providing advice and recommendations on a broad range of forest is,?ues .tuch as forest 
plan revisions or amendments, forest health including fire and mountain pine beetle 
epidemics, travel management, forest monitoring and evaluation, recreation fees, and 
site-specific projects having forest-wide implications. I certainly recognize the 
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significance and importance of the Black Hills National Forest Advisory Board and look 
forward to working with them. 


2, The timber harvest levels on the Black Hills National Forest and the Rocky Mountain 
Region are less than what we should be harvesting to aggressively respond to the 
mountain pine beetle epidemics, the spruce beetle epidemics, the potential for 
catastrophic fires, and also the level needed by the forest products companies that depend 
on the national forests for timber supplies. The Forest Service’s restoration strategy 
repeatedly advocates for -increased pace and scale of restorationi, managing for 
increased resiliency, and for a han'est level of 3 billion board feet (bbf) from the national 
forests. Unfortunately, the restoration strategy is short on details of how to achieve a 3 
bbf program. Even worse, the Forest Service lost ground in FY 13 tow'ards 3 bbf Do 
you agree with the restoration strategy? If so, how do you plan to get the Forest Service 
back on track toward -increased pace and scalel, increased resiliency, and a 3 bbf 
program? 

Response: The Forest Service wov on track in FY 2012 to increase the pace of restoration 
and sold more than 2.6 billion board feet of timber. However, as a result of the national 
effort to reduce Federal budget levels, the agency 's funding request for restoration and 
timber harvest has been reduced from the F'Y 2013 President ’s Budget level. As a result, 
the restoration funding level proposed for FY 2014 is conservatively estimated to yield 
2.4 billion board feel of timber volume sold. That being said, if confirmed, I will work 
with the Forest Service to explore ways to increase efficiencies to increase the pace of 
restoration through such things as NEPA efficiencies, stewardship contracting and large 
scale projects. 

The Black Hills National Forest is a national example for increasing pace and scale of 
restoration . and if confirmed, I am committed to continuing this effort. The Forest has 
responded with increased harvest and collaboration with partners on an -all land,s\\ 
strategy. Since 2007, annual timber harvest has ranged from 180 to 250,000 ccf and 
hazardous fuels have been reduced on 60, 000-80, 000 acres annually. The Forest is 
implementing its Mountain Pine Beetle Response Project which authorizes forest health 
treatments on 248,000 acres. 

3. The Black Hills National Forest, and many other national forests, was not able to hire 
their full planned complement of seasonal workers this summer due to problems with the 
Forest Service’s hiring process. These seasonal workers are critical to many national 
forest programs, and not being able to hire the full complement is negatively affecting 
those programs. Frankly, 1 find this situation unbelievable. How did this happen, what 
effect is that having on those programs, and most importantly, what steps would you 
anticipate taking to fix the underlying problems so this never happens again? 

Response: One of our most critical leadership responsibilities is to anticipate obstacles 
we will confront and adequately position the organization to successfully navigate 
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through them. During this recent spring hiring season, we fell short of this expectation 
not just on the Black Hills National Forest, but across the Forest Service. 

A convergence of changes to the agency 's hiring system and authorities hampered our 
hiring efforts this year. In response to these difficulties, the agency has instituted a course 
correction and has already achieved progress in filling positions, with significant hiring 
occurring this .summer. If confirmed, I will ensure a full partnership between hiring 
managers, leaders and technical specialists — working together to examine processes and 
missteps to ensure we find .solutions. 

4. Fire suppression costs and periodic -fire borrowings are both having a serious 
detrimental effect on the Forest Service’s ability to implement on-the-ground programs, 
including projects designed to implement proactive management practices to reduce the 
potential for catastrophic fires. What are your thoughts on how to work with the 
Congress to address this problem? 

Response: Costs of fire suppression have increased to consume nearly half of the entire 
Forest Service budget. In FY 1991, fire activities accounted for about 13 percent of the 
total agency budget; in FY 2012, it was over 40 percent. 

Staffing within the agency has also shifted to reflect an increased focus on fire. Since 
1998 fire staffing within the Forest Service has increased 1 10 percent. Over the same 
time period. National Forest System staffing has decreased by 35 percent and Forest 
Management staffing has decreased by 49 percent. 

If confirmed I will work with Congress to identify ways to fund programs while 
minimizing the effect on all Forest Service operations. 

5. On June 18, 2013 the Energy and Natural Resources Committee reported out S. 327, the 
Good Neighbor Forestry Act. This bipartisan legislation, of which I am a cosponsor, 
authorizes the Forest Service and the BLM to enter into cooperative agreements and 
contracts with state foresters to provide forest, rangeland, and watershed restoration and 
protection services. Currently, only Colorado and Utah have this important tool and I 
believe this authority would be beneficial to help fight the pine beetle infestation, and for 
fuel reduction thinning and invasive species work across federal, state, and private lands. 
Do you support Good Neighbor Authority in general and the Good Neighbor Forestry 
Act in particular to assist both federal and state agencies to improve forest health? 

Response: Good Neighbor Authority has worked well in both Utah and Colorado and has 
helped the Fore.st Service get important restoration work done on IVFS lands, including 
reducing hazardous fuels, addressing insect outbreaks, post fire recovery work, and 
riparian area improvement. The authority encourages efficient work implementation on 
Federal, state, and private lands. I fully support Good Neighbor Authority and if 
confirmed, I pledge to work with you and other interested members in crafting an 
expansion of that authority; 
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Senator Boozman Questions for the Record 

For Mr. Robert Bonnie, Nominee for Under Secretary of Agriculture 
for Natural Resources and Environment 
U.S. Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry 
July 23, 20:3 


Mr. Bonnie: 

1) You once expressed your concerns about the impact "when food-producing land is diverted 
for energy production," You noted that corn ethanol production can lead to a "significant 
increase in greenhouse gas emissions relative to gasoline when indirect land use change is 
taken into account." I know that the EPA leads on the RFS, but you will be involved in 
interagency discussions, if confirmed. Will you advocate for RFS repeal or reform, if 
confirmed? 

Response: Implementation of the RFS is not within the jurisdiction of USDA. However, the RFS is a 
critical piece of the Administration 's all-of-the-above energy strategy, providing consumers a choice 
at the pump and providing critical economic develop opportunities across rural America. If 
confirmed, I look forward to working with all stakeholders, including members of Congress, on 
building opportunities to continue to develop a competitive renewable fuels industry. 

2) You have been supportive of a carbon tax or cap-and-trade, despite the fact that such a 
regime is regressive, since low-income people use more energy as a percent of their Income. 
You also mentioned that it can harm America's farmers and domestic job-creators. Some 
carbon tax proposals include complex schemes - such as redistribution and tariffs - to 
address these challenges. Could you explain some of the challenges that such schemes 
would present? 

Response: Throughout my career, I have worked on the development of voluntary carbon markets 
that would reward farmers, ranchers and forest landowners for stewardship activities that sequester 
carbon or reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Challenges associated with developing carbon markets 
include ensuring that measurement and transaction costs remain low and that landowners have 
access to the technical assistance necessary to help them participate in such markets if they so chose. 
Section 2709 of the 2008 Farm Bill directs the Secretary to develop technical guidelines for 
environmental markets and to prioritize guidelines related to landowner participation in carbon 
markets. If confirmed, I will work with NRCS to explore u-ffys landowners can benefit from 
environmental service markets. 


3) A number of serious claims have been made in an broad attempt to connect individual 
weather events - hurricanes, tornadoes, and so on - to anthropogenic climate change. Do 
you agree with such claims? Please elaborate. 
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Response: I am not a climate scientist. However, a 20 J 3 research report hy USDA 's Agricultural 
Research Service, Climate Change and Agriculture in the United States, states that “the predicted 
higher incidence of extreme weather events will have an increasing influence on agricultural 
productivity. " If confirmed, I will consult with USDA 's scientific experts related to the impacts of 
climate change on extreme weather events so that lean contribute to efforts to allow landowners to 
manage the risks of climate change. 


4) When agencies perform regulatory impact analysis, do you believe it is important to follow 
standardized procedures established by the Office of Management and Budget? 

Response: USDA follows all established guidance when developing regulations. If confirmed, I will 
continue to follow all standardized procedures established by the Office of Management and Budget. 


5j In assessing the benefits and costs of a regulatory policy, do you believe the USDA should 
evaluate domestic costs and domestic benefits separately from global/international costs 
and benefits? In other words, do you think standard practice should be to separate out the 
benefits and costs to American citizens of a particular regulatory policy, so that those costs 
and benefits can be independently evaluated? 

Response: USDA follows all established guidance when developing regulations. Under current 0MB 
guidance contained in Circular A -4, analysis of economically significant proposed and final 
regulations from the domestic perspective is required, while analysis from the international 
perspective is optional. Under 0MB guidance contained in Circular A-94 - Guidelines and Discount 
Rates for Benefit-Cost Analysis of Federal Programs, it states that analyses should focus on benefits 
and costs accruing to the citizens of the United Stales in determining net present value. Where 
programs or projects have effects outside the United Slates, these effects should be reported 
separately. 0MB 's Technical Support Document: Technical Update of the Social Cost of Carbon for 
Regulatory Impact Analysis identifies situations where estimating international impacts may be 
wairanted. If confirmed I will work with Congress and the Administration to implement an efficient 
and equitable regulatory policy that seeks to increase net benefits to the public and that describes as 
clearly as possible the benefits and costs of USDA 's actions. 


6) In Arkansas we have a lot of forests -our forests have actually been pretty well-managed, 
when compared to other regions. But in other parts of the country, bad forest management 
has significantly increased the threat of wildfire. Some predict that these management 
practices will lead to increased wildfires in certain regions over the coming decades. Would 
you agree that it's important, when discussing the frequency of events such as wildfires, to 
consider factors such as forest management, in addition to weather patterns? 

Response: A ctive forest management is crucial in mitigating wildfires. Past forest management 
practices, including fire suppression, timber management, lack thereof and others, have 
significant effects on the build-up of hazardous fuels in forest lands. If confirmed, I would 
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welcome the opportunity to work with you and the Committee to increase active management on 
national forests. 

7) What is your view of the forest health benefits from timber sales, thinning, and 
reforestation? 

Response: As a forester and a forest landowner, I have worked to design timber sales, thinning 
operations, and reforestation on my family 's land. With respect to our National Forests, as 
expressed in my oral and written testimony, there is a strong need to increase the pace and scale of 
forest restoration and management on the National Forests, including timber sales, thinning and 
reforestation. 


8) Since 2008, timber sales from the Ouachita and Ozark NF's have declined by more than 9%. 
During this same time period, lumber prices have more than doubled, from below 
$150/MBF to over S300/MBF. 

a. Can you explain why timber outputs have fallen despite a rising market? 

b. Has the need to conduct management dropped in the intervening years? 

c. Can you provide for the Committee a chart showing the increase in timber sold 
through Stewardship contracts on the Ouachita and Ozark National Forests over the 
last 5 years? 

d. If the proportion of timber sales sold as Stewardship contracts has been increasing, 
can you provide the committee with the following: (1) a summary of price per unit 
of wood (CCF/MBF/ton) obtained at auction from these forests for the same time 
period, and (2) a summary of costs per acre of forests thinned on these forests for 
the same time period? 

e. I'm increasingly concerned about reports of sales being offered that have gone no 
bid, particularly in light of the increasingly robust timber markets we are seeing. Will 
you commit to working with me to address these problems and see to it that these 
forests offer sales that meet the needs of Arkansas' timber industry? 

Response: The Forest Service has a goal of increasing the number of acres mechanically treated 
by 20 percent over the next three years. The agency was on track in FY 2012, selling over 2.6 
billion board feet of timber. However, the agency 's funding request for restoration and timber 
harvest have been reduced fi-om the FY 2013 President 's Budget level. As a result, the 
restoration funding level proposed for FY 2014 is conservatively estimated to yield 2.4 billion 
board feet of timber volume .sold. That being said, if confirmed, I wilt work with the Forest 
Service to explore ways to increase efficiencies to increase the pace of restoration through such 
things as NEPA efficiencies, stewardship contracting and large .scale projects. In addition, if 
confirmed, I look forward to working with you to more specifically address your concerns and 
questions in regard to the Ouachita and Ozark National Forests. 
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9) Under your guidance, how will USDA use the recently revised "social cost of carbon" 
assumptions to influence policy choices? 

Response: USDA has analyzed a number of voluntary stewardship activities with respect to their 
carbon benefits and implementation costs. The revised “social cost ofi carbon " analysis suggests 
that voluntary activities by farm, ranch and forest owners could be a very inexpensive approach to 
addressing climate change relative to other actions. 

10) As the EPA attempts to implement regulatory policies that would have a profound and costly 
impact on American farmers - such as the Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(Ozone NAAQS) - will you initiate any interagency communications or coordination to 
ensure that the costs and burdens on American farmers are fully considered by the EPA? If 
so, please describe any permanent protocols or practices that you would put in place to 
ensure that such communication and coordination continues throughout your tenure. 

Response: USDA works closely with and comments on EPA on regulations that affect 
agriculture. If confirmed, I commit to continuing to work closely with EPA to ensure that 
agricultural interests are conveyed on important matters concerning farmers and ranchers. 


11) There is an effort to rebrand each agency within the Department. Some in USDA leadership 
are attempting to do away with individual agency logos and identity - such as NRCS, or 
Rural Development - and forcing all agencies to simply identify visually as "USDA." I'm 
worried that this could have unintended consequences. I've heard from local conservation 
districts in Arkansas who work so hard to build good relationships between farmers & 
landowners and NRCS. NRCS does really good work with Arkansas farmers. In order for 
these relationships to thrive, farmers must be able to trust that NRCS has their best interest 
at heart. I am concerned that eliminating the NRCS identity and simply having "USDA"- 
branded personnel "show up on the farm," could really undermine trust and existing 
relationships that have been built over many years. Do you share this concern, and what is 
your view on this issue? 

Response: As you know, USDA is a complex department comprised of 17 different agencies each with 
difference missions, and one of my highest priorities is ensuring the safety of everyone involved in 
implementation of UDSA programs and activities. The purpose for developing one identity was to 
make it easier for the public to identify and access USDA programs. 

I understand the NRCS logo used in coordination with the USDA logo provides the public, especially 
in rural communities, with an easily recognizable symbol for natural resource conservation. I 
especially value the input of key conservation partners and take your concerns very seriously. 

USDA 's Office of Communications will continue to work closely with NRCS to find a solution that 
respects the unique relationship of NRCS and private landowners, while maintaining the public ’s 
awareness of USDA. 
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12) Gains in conservation tillage and its importance as a tool to prevent soil degradation is 
closely linked with the availability of effective weed control system, including herbicides and 
weed resistant crops. However, USDA has failed to effectively review herbicide-tolerant 
traits for corn, soybeans, and cotton in a reasonable timeframe. What concerns have you 
expressed to USDA leadership about the continued viability of conservation tillage without 
the approval of safe technologies in a timely manner, and what do you intend to do to 
remedy this situation if confirmed? 

Response: USDA supports the safe and appropriate use of science and technology, including 
biotechnology, to help meet agricultural challenges and consumer needs of the list century. We 
have implemented steps to improve the timeliness and predictability of regulatory decisions for 
new GE crops and to provide additional opportunities for public input in that process, while 
addressing the current backlog of GE petitions. Under our previous process for approving 
biotechnology petitions, it took an average of 3 years to make a final determination. Under our 
new proce.ss, our goal is to complete this same process in just 13 to 16 months. On Friday, July 
19''’. USDA announced 6 biotech regulatory actions that are moving forward with environmental 
assessments as opposed to a full Environmental Impact Statement. This demonstrates our 
commitment to implementing a timelier and predictable process for making deregulation 
decisions while continuing to ensure the safe introduction of genetically engineered crops. 
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Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition & Forestry 
23 July 201 3 
Krysta Harden 
Questions for the record 

Chaintoman Stabenow 


Questions for Ms, Harden 

1 . Earlier this week. Secretary Vilsack announced the sign-up activity and acceptable offers 
for the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP). This program serves an important 
function within the conservation portfolio for incentivizing farmers to remove marginal 
agricultural lands from production. In addition, the CRP provides opportunities for 
placing water quality and wildlife benefiting practices on cropland creating conservation 
benefits in harmony with commodity production. The most recent figures are reflective 
of a much larger and complex crop production transition occurring across our landscape, 
In the Senate passed Farm Bill we place emphasis on ensuring that we protect the most 
sensitive acres while realizing budgetary savings. 

Senate Bill 954 provides for a total CRP enrollment of 30 million acres in 2014. Your 
announcement indicates a projected enrollment of 25.8 million acres at the beginning of 
fiscal year 2014. When the Farm Bill is signed into law, what actions can and will the 
Department undertake in early FY 2014 to maximize the use of the CRP for removing 
marginal agricultural lands, increasing water quality benefits, and improving wildlife and 
pollinator habitats by enrolling lands in contracts during 2014? 

Response : Over time, CRP acres have increasingly been targeted to sensitive and 
marginal lands. In addition to this year ’s general signup, which maintains the significant 
increases in erodible land we 've seen over the last decade, continuous CRP enrollment 
authorities are available on an ongoing basis to meet these conservation goals. 
Continuous CRP enrollment options include programs like the Stale Acres for Wildlife 
Enhancement (SAFE) or the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP). The 
lapse in CRP authority during the first part of this fiscal year has also made it more 
difficult to meet our Continuous CRP enrollment goal, so providing long term, authority 
such as that propo.sed in S. 954 would he beneficial to maintaining our conservation 
goals into the future. 

In the targeting of the CRP to site and farm specific benefits, is the current model used by 
the Department serving the natural resources and the CRP to achieve its fullest potential? 

Response : Yes. I believe this model has been successfid. Throughout its 27 years, CRP 
has adjusted as contracts expire, former acres re-enroll, new acres offered, and as 
stakeholders provide input as to what works and what can be done better. CRP continues 
to achieve a careful balance of multiple goals, including targeting environmentally 
sensitive land, maintaining benefits associated with long-term grass covers, and wildlife 
habitat protection - while maintaining voluntary participation. 
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2. 1 have heard stories from a growing number of farmers across the country, who are 

struggling with hard-to-control weeds, whieh are resisting commonly used crop 
protection and pest control products. Many of these growers are looking to the USDA to 
approve the latest biotechnology that will address the challenges they face in the field. 

How do you intend to ensure that the latest biotechnology addressing these issues gets 
into the hands of the farmers that need them in a timely manner, without unnecessary 
delay while ensuring that the products are safe? 

Response: I support the safe and appropriate use of science and technology, including 
biotechnology, lo help meet agricultural challenges and consumer needs of the 21st 
century. USDA has implemented steps to improve the timeliness and predictability of 
regulatory decisions for new GE crops and to provide additional opportunities for public 
input in that process, while addressing the current backlog of GE petitions. Previously 
process for approving biotechnology petitions, took an average of 5 years to make a final 
determination. Under USDA 's new process, the goal is to complete this same process in 
just 13 to 16 months. On Friday, July 19'''. USDA announced 6 biotech regulatory 
actions that are moving forward with environmental assessments as opposed to a full 
Environmental Impact Statement. This demonstrates our commitment to implementing a 
timelier and predictable process for making deregulation decisions while continuing to 
ensure the safe introduction of genetically engineered crops. 

Senator Klobuchar 


Question for Krvsta Harden 

1 . This week the Department of Agriculture announced that they would allow emergency 
haying and grazing in Minnesota to increase the availability of feed for dairy and cattle 
producers in response to the severe loss of this year’s alfalfa crop. Understanding the 
importance of responding to disasters quickly, as the Deputy Secretary of Agriculture, 
how would you work to make timely disaster assistance for agriculture producers a 
priority? 

Response : One of the critical roles of this Department is lo provide aid to producers 
during and after natural disasters. One part of this is through strengthening the crop 
insurance program, which is a key component of the farm safety net. Despite the historic 
drought and other disasters last year, we did not have calls for ad hoc disaster 
assistance, demonstrating the program 's strengths. In addition, during last year s 
historic drought, this Department took action to get aid to producers as quickly as 
possible. Among other actions taken during the drought last year, the Department 
streamlined the disaster designation process .so that producers can more quickly receive 
aid, such as emergency loans. However, the most important thing that can help provide 
more timely aid to producers is passage of a comprehensive, five year farm hill, which 
includes livestock disaster programs. If a farm bill is passed, I commit to making 
implementation of these disaster programs a top priority. 
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Senator Gillibrand 


Questions for Ms. ICrvsta Harden 

1 . Antimicrobial resistance is an evolving global public health and agriculture security 
threat. Veterinarians and farmers need increased research and extension services to 
improve judicious antimicrobial use, develop procedures and practices to comply with the 
Food & Drug Administration’s Guidance for Industry 209 and Draft Guidance for 
Industry 213, and improve infectious disease control in production animals? In your new 
position, how will you ensure the Department meets this challenge to improve animal 
health and concurrently reduce unnecessary and injudicious antimicrobial use? 

Response: USDA knows that America ’s livestock producers are concerned about the 
health and care of their animals and remain committed to the judicious use of antibiotics. 
If confirmed, I wit! work to see that USDA remains committed to playing an active role in 
partnering with FDA and preserving the effectiveness of medically important antibiotics. 
In addition to ongoing re.search, we are committed to identifying opportunities to reduce 
usage and maintain the effectiveness of ihe.se drugs - whether through the development of 
new treatment options for animals, such as vaccines, or through outreach and education 
to this country’s agricultural community so that they have better information on the 
judicious use of antibiotics. 

2. A recent Centers for Disease Control & Prevention report on attribution of foodbome 
illness from 1998-2008 showed that our food safety system has failed to make inroads 
against Salmonella spp. In your position as Deputy Secretary of Agriculture, will you 
improve or implement new policies to control and prevent pathogens in our food system, 
such as additional pathogen reduction performance standards and microbiological 
surveillance testing? 

Response: If confirmed, I will work to support USDA ’s efforts to develop multi-faceted 
efforts to achieve reductions in Salmonella rates, such as developing new baselines for 
raw chicken parts and requiring establishment rea.ssessments of HACCP plans for 
ground poultry products. 

3. The Food Safety & Inspection Serv'ice has proposed a rule to change poultry inspection 
by relinquishing carcass and viscera inspection to control of the producing company. 

There have been significant food safety and occupational safety concerns regarding this 
rule. In your new position at the Department, how will you ensure changes in inspection 
procedures are highly scrutinized to ensure there are not negative impacts on 
occupational safety, the environment, food safety, and animal health? 
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Response : If confirmed, I will continue to work with FSIS to ensure that our food supply 
remains the safest in the w’orld. While the Department does not have authority or 
expertise to regulate worker safety, you have my assurances that, if confirmed, we will 
continue to work closely with our colleagues across government to assure adequate 
protections for workers, the environment, food safety, and animal health. 

4. Program fidelity is critical to ensure a fair and consistently high level of food safety 
protection for our meat, poultry, and egg product supply. How will the Office of Field 
Operations ensure that its inspection methods, policy implementation, and enforcement 
are consistent? How will it respond to recent Government Accountability Office (GAO) 
and Office of the Inspector General (OIG) open or unre.solved recommendations that 
have documented repeated inconsistencies in assuring major food safety, inspection, and 
animal handling requirements? 

Response: I can assure you that FSIS will continue to work with GAO and the OIG to 
resolve recommendations regarding inconsistencies in inspection. FSIS has reached 
management agreement on all OIG recommendations and has made commitments in 
response to GAO recommendations. It is working to implement those commitments and 
to achieve final resolution of all the recommendations. 

5. Pandemic threats are a constant and grave threat to domestic health and agriculture 
security. With increasing changes in land-use and urbanization, it is estimated that there 
is an increase in the emergence of new infectious diseases from wildlife sources, which is 
magnified by international trade and travel. The Animal & Plant Health Inspection 
Service (APHIS) Agency performs many important biosecurity functions, such as 
responding to the recent avian H7N9 virus in China. In your new position, will you 
improve APHlS’s bio-surveillance activities and coordination with other public health 
agencies to conduct better surveillance for existing and emerging pandemic threats and 
foreign animal diseases from entering our nation, including at international ports, such as 
at the John F. Kennedy Airport in New York? 

Response: USDA APHIS, in cooperation with its Federal partners, has a strong system of 
controls in place to detect and respond to foreign animal diseases and other animal 
health emergencies to preserve and protect American agriculture and natural resources. 
These protection efforts start overseas with our work to obtain plant and animat health 
surveillance information, to developing import standards to ensure pest- and disease-free 
products are imported, and extend to our surveillance work throughout the country’ and 
our preparedness to respond effectively to threats to Li.S. agricultural health when we 
detect them. I know the Agency takes this mission very .seriously, and I can assure you 
that, if confirmed, I will make sure that APHIS continues to seek every opportunity it can 
to strengthen its processes and partnerships to protect and preserve American 
agriculture. 

6. Childhood obesity remains one of this country’s top health concerns, with some experts 
predicting that today’s generation of kids will face long-term poor health and debilitating 
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chronic disease as a result. What are some of the actions you would take as deputy 
secretary to help reverse this epidemic? 

Response: Improving the health and nutrition of America's youth is a top priority for this 
Administration, and is a key strategy in reducing the incidence of childhood obesity. 
Nutrition science experts have demonstrated that school-based strategies can help to 
create an overall environment that has a positive impact on children's health. The 
Department's efforts in implementing the Healthy Hunger Free Kids Act will continue to 
be a major focus in achieving that goal. If confirmed, I will support USDA 's ongoing 
work to help schools as they implement the new nutrition standards for school meals as 
well as the new standards for foods sold on campus outside of the school meals program. 
Sound research to identifi’ proven strategies to reduce obesity is also a critical 
component of USDA' s overall strategy. Throughout USDA, if confirmed I would support 
the departmental re.search initiatives in this area. 

7, The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program is the backbone of the nutrition safety 
net in this country. What are some steps you would take to ensure that the program 
remains strong? And specifically what would you do to pro-actively ensure that the 
SNAP program retains the resources it needs to serve our country's neediest families? 

Response: The Administration strongly supports the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 
Program (SNAP), the cornerstone of the food assistance safety net. USDA takes seriously 
its mission and responsibility to provide access to nutrition assistance program benefits 
to every eligible person who needs and seeks assistance. USDA promotes program access 
through appropriate outreach to program partners and potential recipients to ensure that 
eligible people can make an informed choice for themselves and their families. 

If confirmed, I will continue to support USDA's efforts to ensure access to SNAP to those 
who are eligible but not participating. The latest data shows that approximately 75 
percent of those eligible participated in the program in 2010, up about 20 percent from 
2000. 

Rooting out waste, fraud, and abuse so that Federal dollars are spent appropriately is a 
top priority for this Administration. We know that taxpayers deserve excellence from 
their government, and if confirmed I will continue the Administration 's strong 
commitment to making sure that SNAP is targeted to those families who need it the most. 

8. The National School Lunch Program is paramount to the health, welfare, and education 
of our nation’s children. In your new position, how will you ensure that the program 
provides the highest quality food in terms of nutrition, food safety, and wholesomeness? 

Response: Healthy school meals are a critical investment in our children 's health and the 
future success of our nation. The Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010 required USDA 
to update the standards for school meals. The previous school meal standards were 
developed 15 years ago and did not meet current nutritional guidelines. The updated, 
.science-based nutrition standards, implemented for the first time this previous school 
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year, provide significant flexibility for local schools to develop their oM’n menus to ensure 
that children have the energy they need to learn and be physically active, while reducing 
their risk for obesity and other serious chronic diseases. USDA will continue to work 
with schools as they implement these new standards to ensure that every child, in every 
community across America, has access to healthy and nutritious meals. 

The Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010 also required USDA to establish nutrition 
standards for all foods sold in schools — beyond the federally-supported school meals 
programs. The "Smart Snacks in School" interim-final rule, published June 28, 2013 
draws on recommendations from the Institute of Medicine, existing voluntary standards 
already implemented by thousands of schools, and healthy food and beverage offerings 
already available in the marketplace, and reflects input from communities across the 
country. 

9. Cultural transformation is critical to the workforce of the Department and its agencies. In 
your new position, how will you help make this priority a reality, with a focus on 
outcomes that substantively creates an organization that is open, diverse, and accepting? 
Specifically, ensuring this is not only focused at the Department’s headquarters but 
ensuring equal attention and substantive transformation at regional, district, and field 
positions? Please include in your answer what foundational changes you will lead, such 
as in hiring strategy, management accountability, organizational communication, and 
ensuring all employees can openly play a part in this transformation? For example, how 
can a Slaughter Inspector in the Food Safety & Inspection Service or an Animal Health 
Technician in the Animal & Plant Health Inspection Service provide input to the 
Department, contribute their time to promoting diversity, or address a hostile work or 
environment? And how do you plan to measure progress? 

Response : If confirmed as Deputy Secretary, you have my commitment to support the 
ongoing work of this Department to improve USDA 's record on civil rights and move us 
into a new era as a model employer and premier service provider. In April 2009, 
Secretary Vilsack sent a memo to all USDA employees calling for "a new era of civil 
rights "for the Department that made clear USDA would have zero tolerance for any 
form of discrimination. He also directed the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Civil 
Rights (OASCR) to lead a comprehensive program to improve USDA 's record on civil 
rights and move us into a new era as a model employer and premier service provider. 
USDA has consistently worked to ensure that every farmer and rancher is treated equally 
and fairly and, if confirmed, I will continue to uphold that mission. Through training, 
improved outreach efforts to our field staff, and a more diverse workforce, we will 
continue to make record improvements in reducing the number of civil rights complaints 
and we will work to resolve complaints in a timely and fair way. 

Sen, Bcnnet 


Question for Krvsta Harden: 


1 . 


As you know. Southeast Colorado is currently experiencing terrible Dust Bowl 
conditions. Large segments of Colorado's Eastern Plains — ^the lifeblood of our $40 billion 
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agriculture sector — are essentially blowing away. It's the result of 3 consecutive seasons 
of drought, and most experts are indicating that producers in the arid West will continue 
experience dry conditions over the next few years. Of course, there's nothing we can do 
to stop this drought or prevent the next one from occurring, But what opportunities do 
you see for the USDA to help places like Colorado suffering from the effects of persistent 
drought? 

Response: At the peak of the drought in September 2012, more than 65% of the 
contiguous U.S. was in moderate to exceptional drought. To date this year, over half the 
country is experiencing drought. 

Last year, Secretary Vilsack directed all USDA agencies to employ significant 
administrative flexibilities within the existing framework of statutory authorities to 
provide as.sistance to producers. For example, USDA expanded lands in the Wetland 
Reserve Program and the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) that would be eligible 
for emergency! haying or grazing. Roughly 2.8 million acres in the CRP were opened up 
under the emergency haying and grazing option, which provided up to S200 million in 
forage value. In addition, funds were prioritized under the Environmental Quality 
Incentives Program and the Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program to help producers 
manage drought conditions. 

USDA also simplified the process for Secretarial disaster designations, which resulted in 
a 40 percent reduction in processing time for most counties affected by disasters. 

Despite these actions, some programs that could have helped mitigate drought impacts 
currently have no funding. One of these programs, the Livestock Forage Program, 
payments could have totaled between S500 million and $600 million for 2012 losses 
alone. These programs are reauthorized in the Senate Farm Bill. s. 954, and are one of 
many reasons that Congress needs to pass a comprehensive farm bill as soon as possible. 

Ranking Member Cochran 


Questions for Krysta Harden: 

1. Given the challenge of crafting a new five-year farm bill under serious budget 

constraints, the Senate’s new farm bill - the Agriculture Reform, Food and Jobs Act of 
2013 (S. 954) - provides the certainty of a five-year farm bill for American farmers, 
ranchers, conservationists, and others in related industries while also being fiscally 
responsible. The Committee made a concentrated effort to identify savings and to 
improve the effectiveness and efficiency of streamlined programs while protecting their 
integrity. For instance, the conservation title proposes to replace regional conservation 
program authorities (Chesapeake Bay Watershed Program, Great Lakes Basin Program) 
with a new Regional Conservation Partnership Program (RCPP). In the same way, the 
newly created Agricultural Conservation Easement Program merges, maintains, and 
simplifies the authorities for three easement programs: the Wetlands Reserve Program, 
the Grassland Reserve Program, and the Farmland Protection Program. Given your 
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experience as a former House Agriculture Committee staff member and as Chief 
Executive O fficer of the National Association of Conservation Districts (NACD), 1 am 
sure you are well aware that implementation of a new Farm Bill is a timely and rigorous 
administrative process. If not done carefully there can be many unintended 
consequences. If confirmed, what steps will you take to ensure that all farm bill 
programs and reforms are implemented in a way that follows the intent of the law and 
best serves producers? 

Response : If confirmed, lam committed to working with this Committee to implement a 
new Farm Bill in a timely manner and will work with Congress to ensure we meet the 
goals in the legislation. 

2. The Budget Control Act of 201 1 has required USDA to reduce spending across the 
Department. In the past, USDA has claimed that -essential federal employees! would 
not be subject to furloughs. It is my understanding that -essentiall employees were those 
that are -necessary to fulfill constitutional responsibilities, safeguard human life or 
protect property.! During the past six months, USDA has considered furloughing 
employees — including food safety inspectors — and has taken administrative actions to 
reprogram funds that were designated for direct payments to farmers. Looking ahead, 
how will the agency identify funds to uphold contractual obligations and provide greater 
certainty to those that do business with USDA? 

Response: The reductions in the Budget Control Act of 2011 and the final fiscal year (FY) 
2013 spending bill resulted in a discretionary operating budget for 2013 that is over 
$570 million below the FY2012 enacted level and over $1 billion below FY 2009. These 
reductions to the USDA 's operating budget come at a time when our staff are doing more 
work than ever before. Over the past decade, USDA ’s agencies have leveraged 
efficiencies to manage a workload that has increased due to a greater number and 
complexity of programs and higher participation levels, while staff resources to manage 
that increased program activity have declined by over 12 percent. If confirmed, I look 
fonvard to continuing to work with Congress to identify budget priorities and to manage 
the Department ’s spending in a way that will ensure we can continue to provide the 
excellent customer service to rural America that we have always provided, helping 
producers and communities find new market opportunities, and grow the rural economy. 

3. Improving program delivery and service to customers has long been an area of focus for 
USDA leadership. Given the overall budget situation, this is more important than ever. 

If confirmed, what actions will you take to effectively and efficiently modernize delivery 
of the Department’s many government programs, particularly the timing of purchases in 
the Food and Nutrition Service commodity programs and the Farm Service Agency 
(FSA) programs that benefit producers? 

Response: FSA continues to make progress toward the retirement of outdated legacy 
S36/AS400 technology, through web-enabling and streamlining business applications for 
timelier, more accurate, and more reliable delivery of benefits to producers. FNS ’ new 
Web-based Supply Chain Management System (WBSCM) for food ordering enabled FNS, 
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with AMS and FSA, to purc hase marly $2 billion of USDA foods for schools, food banks, 
Indian tribal organizations and elderly feeding programs using new contracting methods 
to ensure foods could be purchased to meet USDA ’s nutritional requirements and 
customer needs within requested delivery dates. If confirmed, I will continue to work with 
FNS, FSA and the entire Department to improve program delivery for .stakeholders. 

4. In recent years, many farmers, ranchers, and other growers have expressed concern about 
increased operating costs related to new government regulations. Additionally, there has 
been concern that there is a strained relationship between the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and agriculture groups regarding regulations. If confirmed, what will you 
do to repre.sent U.S. agriculture’s concerns with increased government regulations and 
what steps will you take to improve the relationship with EPA? 

Response: Purine his time at USDA, Secretary Vilsack has made it a priority to work 
closely with EPA on behalf of agricultural producers. Secretary Vilsack and former EPA 
Administrator Lisa Jackson held regular USDA/EPA update meetings with various 
agricultural groups to discuss current USDA/EPA issues. The Secretary is continuing 
these meetings with the new EPA Administrator Gina McCarthy. In addition, USDA has 
worked and will continue to work closely with the Agricultural Counselor to the 
Administrator as issues arite. If confirmed, I commit to continuing to work closely with 
EPA to ensure that agricultural interests are conveyed on important matters concerning 
farmers and ranchers. 

5. More than 60 percent of Mississippi’s forestland is considered privately owned by 
families and individuals. These family-owned forests are integral to ensuring we have 
clean water, wildlife habitat, and a strong forest products industry. Strong markets are 
crucial to keeping forestland as forests. With strong markets families have income to 
treat their land when fires, insects, and hurricanes strike. If confirmed, what will you do 
to support strong markets for forests? Can you assure me that you will work to remove 
barriers that unfairly treat U.S. forest products - such as discriminatory policies against 
wood in green building construction, in USDA’s Biobased Markets Program, and against 
wood for energy? 

Response : In 2011 USDA adopted a policy to preferentially use wood in buildings. This 
policy encourages projects to be designed and constructed with domestically harvested 
wood products - ideally locally sourced and from National Forest System lands - 
wherever practicable and to the maximum extent feasible. In the Biobased Markets 
Program, USDA proposed a new rule in 2012 that seeks to provide additional flexibility 
in considering forestry products for inclusion in the BioPreferred program. USDA will 
continue to work to ensure viable markets for wood products in the bioeconomy. 

6. Nearly five years have passed since the enactment of the 2008 Farm Bill, which requires 
the USDA Food Safety Inspection Service to create a new science-based program for the 
inspection of all foreign and domestic catfish. 1 appreciate your assurance that the 
Department will honor the law enacted by the legislative body. How'ever, 1 wanted to 
clarify the timeline for the final rule. The Undersecretary for Food Safety recently 
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informed me the Food Safety Inspection Service is committed to issuing a final rule on 
the program by the end of the current fiscal year. What is the current status of the Catfish 
Inspection Program, which was mandated by Congress to be implemented within 18 months 
of enactment of the 2008 Farm Bill? Are there any other provisions of the 2008 
Farm Bill that have not been enacted? If so, why? 

Response: There remain a small number of USDA related provisions/programs from the 2008 
Farm Bill for which regulations have not been published. Status of implementation by Title 
follows: 

Title I - Commodity Programs 

All provisions/programs have been implemented. 

Title II ~ Conservation 

All provision.s/programs have been implemented. 

Title III- Trade 

Section 3204. Emereine markets and facility etuirantee loan proeram . This provision 
makes modest changes to the facilities guarantee program (FGP). FGP is a sub- 
program under the export credit guarantee (GSM-102) progi-am. Regulations for the 
GSM-102 program were last updated in 1994. Rulemakingfor the GSM-102 program, 
which is heavily utilized by the export community to support U.S. agricultural exports, 
has been underway for several years due in part to its complexity and the extensive 
comments received from the public during the process. Because a large portion of the 
GSM-102 regulatory language will be utilized in the FOP rule, the FGP proposed rule 
will be published as soon as the GSM-102 regulatory language is finalized. A second 
proposed GSM-102 rule, incorporating comments received from the first proposal, is due 
to be published for another round of comments within the next couple of months. 

Title IV - Nutrition 

All provisions/programs have been implemented. 

Title V- Credit 

Section 5501. Loans to purchasers ofhishlv fractionated lands . Authorizes direct and 
guaranteed loans to eligible borrowers under the Indian Land Consolidation Act. 

During the Tribal consultation process Native American Tribes recommended changes to 
the .statutory authorities for the program that would allow the program to work better in 
Indian country. Those recommended changes are contained in the respective versions of 

by the legislative body. However, I wanted to 
clarify the timeline for the final rule. The Undersecretary for Food Safety recently 

Title VI - Rural Development 
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Section 6101. Enerirv efficiency proerams . A final rule implementing this provision is 
currently under review and we anticipate the final rule will be published in the Federal 
Register in Fall 2013. 

Section 6102. Reinstatement of Rural Utility Services direct lending . Funding for this 
program is subject to the appropriations process. To date no funding has been 
appropriated by Congress; consequently, regulatory action to implement the provision 
has not been pursued. 

Title VII - Research and Related Matters 

Section 7129. Hispanic-serving azricultural colleees and universities . Funding for this 
program is subject to the appropriations process. To date no funding has been 
appropriated by Congress; consequently, regulatory action to implement the provision 
has not been pursued. 


Title VII- Forestry 

Section 8105. Forest products for traditional and cultural purposes . The Forest Service 
has engaged in extensive Tribal consultation in the development of regulations for this 
program. A proposed rule is expected to be published in Fall 2013 and the program 
regulations finalized in calendar year 2014. 

Title IX - Energy 

All provisions/programs have been implemented. 

Title X - Horticulture and Organic Agriculture 

Section 10205. Pest and Disea.se Revolvine Loan Fund . Funding for this program is 
subject to the appropriations process. To date no funding has been appropriated by 
Congress; consequently, regulatory action to implement the provision has not been 
pursued. 

Title XI - Livestock 

All provisions/programs, with the exception of mandatory inspection of catfish, have been 
implemented. 


Title XII - Crop Insurance and Disaster Assistance 

All provisions/programs have been implemented. 

Dep^ment will honor the law enacted by the legislative body. However, 1 wanted to 
Title final rule. The Undersecretary for Food Safety recently 

Does not contain any USDA related provisions/programs. 
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Title XIV - Miscellaneous 

Section 14210. Importation of Live Does . A proposed rule was published in September 
2011. After review of extensive public comments the final rule is under development 
with an expected publication date of September 2013. 

Section 14215. Definition of Central Filins System . Provision authorizes the 
creation of a searchable database to help ensure that purchasers are able to obtain 
clear title to agricultural products. We are proceeding with extreme caution in the 
implementation of this provision. The database would contain social security 
numbers, taxpayer identification numbers and other pieces of personal identifying 
information (PII). We do not intend to implement this provision until .such time as we 
are able to ensure that this information can be adequately protected. 


Title XV - Trade and Tax Provisions 

All USDA related provisions/programs have been implemented. 


7. The Department has recently issued several regulations pertaining to the school meal 
programs that have been met with significant concern. School food authorities and other 
stakeholders have raised objections to the cost of new requirements, as well as the 
practicality and ability of the regulations to be implemented. In fact, the Department had 
to issue, and subsequently extend, modifications to the school meal standards. At a 
recent conference, it was announced by USDA that this flexibility would be made 
permanent by the end of this calendar year. Given that school food authorities and those 
producing food for the programs need certainty to run their programs and businesses, do 
you have any specific indication when that flexibility will be made permanent? 

Response: USDA is committed to working with Congress and listening to schools, 
parents and students to improve the school nutrition environment. In response to 
feedback from school food service providers, USDA granted flexibility on the grain and 
protein requirements for the NSLP for School Years 2012-13 and 2013-2014. The 
department intends to make the current flexibility permanent by the end of the calendar 
year. 

8. Over the last several years, the Department has placed a strong emphasis on the 
promotion of organic production and local distribution and retail. While these production 
and retail methods are an important part of our food system, some feel they have been 
emphasized at the expense of more conventional production methods. Conventional 
methods, which employ modern technologies and efficiencies, have allowed us to 
provide our citizens with safe and inexpensive food as well as to export and provide food 
to customers around the world. Can you describe your view of the Department’s role in 
supporting all sectors of American agriculture? 

9. Fanners and many in the agriculture industry have made investments in technology to 
continue to efficiently produce plentiful, affordable food and fiber for the American 
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Response : I believe the role of the Department of Agriculture is to support all forms of 
agriculture. One of the reasons that the agriculture sector is so strong is that it is very- 
diverse. If confirmed, I will help support all our programs across the Department. 


9. Farmers and many in the agriculture industry have made investments in technology to 
continue to efficiently produce plentiful, affordable food and fiber for the American 
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consumers and for export customers. However, a growing challenge in an increasing 
number of states is the management of weeds. Some producers are even being forced to 
re-evaluate tillage practices and other conservation measures. At the same time, seed 
technologies with herbicide tolerant traits have been pending approval at USDA since 
2009. Can you explain the reasoning for the delayed approval process? What steps is 
USDA taking to ensure that farmers have access to these and other seed technologies in a 
timely manner? 

Response : USDA supports the safe and appropriate use of science and technology, 
including biotechnology, to help meet agricultural challenges and consumer needs of the 
21st century. We have implemented steps to improve the timeliness and predictability of 
regulatory decisions for new GE crops and to provide additional opportunities for public 
input in that process, while addressing the current backlog of GE petitions. Under our 
previous process for approving biotechnology petitions, it took an average of 5 years to 
make a final determination. Under our new process, our goal is to complete this same 
process in just 13 to 16 months. On Friday, July 19''', USDA announced 6 biotech 
regulatory actions that are moving forward with environmental assessments as opposed 
to a full Environmental Impact Statement. This demonstrates our commitment to 
implementing a timelier and predictable process for making deregulation decisions while 
continuing to ensure the .safe introduction of genetically engineered crops. 

Sen. Roberts 


Questions for Krvsta Harden: 

1 . We have heard consistently from America’s farmers and ranchers that crop insurance is 
the cornerstone of the farm safety net. Farmers, their bankers and the overall agricultural 
economy depend on the security provided by crop insurance. What role do you see crop 
insurance playing in the future? 

Response: Crop insurance coverage and participation has grown steadily for many years. 
Today it is the primary safety net for most farmers. As we move forward, I believe that 
crop insurance will continue to be the primary safety net provided to farmers since it is a 
tool that encourages good farming practices and a successful example of a public- 
private partnership. In the future, RMA needs to continually improve and expand this 
program so even more farmers and ranchers can rely upon crop insurance as a tool to 
help them mitigate the risks associated with the diversity of American agriculture 
production. 

2. Last year’s implementation of new regulations regarding the National School Lunch 
Program caused tremendous concerns for Kansas students and families, particularly 
maximum calorie limits. While FNS has provided temporary relief for several of the 
requirements, regulations for the National School Breakfast Program and Competitive 
Foods (Snacks) go into effect this upcoming school year. Will USDA continue to work 
with Congress to provide much needed flexibility as these regulations are implemented? 
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Response: USDA is committed to working with Congress and listening to schools, 
parents and students to improve the school nutrition environment. In response to 
feedback from school food service providers, USDA granted flexibility on the grain and 
protein requirements for the NSLP for School Years 2012-13 and 2013-2014. The 
department intends to make the current flexibility permanent by the end of the calendar 
year. 

3. As USDA’s Foreign Agriculture Service and the office of the United State Trade 
Representative and work to negotiate the Trans Pacific Partnership (TPP) and the 
Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (T-TIP), what is the outlook for increased 
market access American agriculture products including US beef and pork? 

Response: With USDA support, US. pork and pork product exports reached a record in 
FY 2012 of $6.2 billion. That success is attributable in part to double digit growth to 
Canada, Hong Kong, Colombia and China. Likewise, intensive USDA efforts have 
contributed to the reopening of export markets for US. beef and beef products closed as 
a result of the BSE-related trade bans, like in Japan. US. beef and beef products exports 
recovered to a record $5.5 billion in FY 2012. Agreement on the Transpacific 
Partnership and Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership are opportunities to 
increase market access for U.S. beef and pork products and if confirmed I am committed 
to continue to work to expand market access for agricultural products. 

4. We still have unresolved issues with pork market access into Russia, China, and Taiwan. 
What is the status of those issues? 

Response: We have concerns with Russia, China, and Taiwan implementing obligations 
on .science-based trade as ffTO Members. USDA continues to press Russia to accept the 
Codex maximum residue level (MRL) for raclopamine in pork and beef. USDA is 
^working closely with industry, and engaging with Russia, on a strategy for allowing U.S. 
suppliers to provide ractopamine-free products to Russia, if they choose. 

China ’s unscientiflc zero tolerance on ractopamine in pork remains in place. USDA is 
consulting with industry as we continue to engage with China on science-based trade in 
pork. 

Taiwan implemented an MRL for ractopamine in beef in September 2012 but has no 
implemented an MRL for pork. USDA will continue to press Taiwan on establishing a 
.science-based MRL for pork. 

5. USDA's Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) has a proposed 
reorganization which would result in Kansas losing the presence of an area veterinarian 
in charge (AVIC). The Kansas Department of Agriculture works closely and on a regular 
basis with the AVIC currently in Kansas and is concerned that a physical move of this 
position to Nebraska will impact Kansas in a negative way, especially as the National Bio 
and Agro-Defense Facility (NBAF) will be located in Manhattan, Kansas. What is the 
status of the reorganization proposal? 
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Response : At this time, USDA has not made a reorganization proposal for APHIS on this 
issue. Should the Department formalize any proposal, I commit to updating you. 

6. USDA's National Agriculture Statistics Service (NASS) Kansas Field Office is operated 
in cooperation with the Kansas Department of Agriculture (KDA) and is known as 
Kansas Agricultural Statistics. In order to finds ways to more effectively collect statistical 
data KDA has proposed several opportunities for collaboration including a pilot 
methodology for electronic surveying. What is the status of KDA’ s offer and are there 
further opportunities to improve cost efficiencies and cooperation between NASS and 
KDA? 

Response: USDA values any opportunity to collaborate with state agriculture offices in a 
variety of areas including research. If confirmed, 1 look forward to working with you on 
opportunities for cooperation between NASS with KDA and will keep you updated on this 
collaboration. 


Sen. Thune 


Questions for Knsta Harden 


1. Other than passing a Farm Bill - what would you say is USDA’s greatest need or ask 
from Congress today? 

Response: The unpredictable nature of the appropriations process creates significant 
management challenges and impacts program delivery and customer service. In 
addition, USDA continues to face challenges to due to declining budgets. Under 
Secretary Vilsack’s leadership USDA has made progress in managing these greatly 
reduced budgets, identifying S828 million in savings through our Administrative Services 
Project; however, we will continue to work with Congress to identify budget priorities 
and to manage our spending in a way that will ensure we can continue to provide the 
excellent customer service to rural America that we have always provided, helping 
producers and communities find new market opportunities and grow the rural economy. 

2. What role do you see the climate change debate playing in future policies and 
administrative actions at USDA? 

Response : An important part of USDA 's mission is to help farmers, ranchers and forest 
owners manage risks and ensure access to food, fiber, and a range of services for current 
and future generations. We know that farmers and ranchers are on the front lines of 
threat mitigation and adaptation, just as they have been for generations. Over the last 
several years, USDA has worked to reduce the risks for farmers from climate change 
through research, extension, cooperative conservation, technical assistance and financial 
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support. This has enabled farmers and natural resource managers to build strong rural 
economies and expand production, while protecting the environment. The Department ’s 
current approach to climate change builds on these proven strategies. USDA 's climate 
change investments have benefits today and will build the infrastructure and capacity in 
rural communities needed to respond to the challenges ahead. If confirmed, I commit to 
working collahoratively with Congress and all stakeholders to ensure agriculture on this 
issue. 

3, Ms. Harden, crop insurance is the primary safety net tool for farmers in my home state of 
SD as well as most commodity crop producers across the United States. The direct 
payments authorized in the 2008 and preceding Farm Bills did not have a significant 
impact on stabilizing and protecting commodity crop production for most producers and 
Commodity Title proposals in the 2013 House and Senate Farm Bills will do little to 
protect commodity crop production for most producers in the future, when commodity 
prices drop or production losses occur - however, adequate crop insurance protection will 
continue to be crucial. 

Crop insurance must be kept actuarially sound and keeping it affordable is critical, 
especially in higher risk areas like the Western Corn Belt and in light of multiple years of 
prevent plant claims. 

Would Risk Management Agency be willing to explore whether it currently has legal 
authority to allow reduced prevented planting coverage or no coverage at all? And if such 
authority exists would RMA consider a limited pilot program? 

Response: I agree that crop insurance is a critical part of the farm safety net, and 
appreciate all you have done in support of this program. On prevented planting, I will 
work with RAM to explore whether there is authority to reduce prevented planting 
coverage and, if there is authority, I commit to working with you to determine if a pilot 
would be a viable idea. 


Sen. Johanns 


Questions for Krvsta Harden 

1 . I was pleased to see USDA finally approved horse slaughter permits to facilities located in 
New Mexico and Iowa. While this is a step in the right direction, the plants cannot begin 
operation until the USDA allows FSIS inspectors on-site. It’s troubling to me that the 
Obama Administration’s fiscal budget for 2014 eliminates funding for horse meat inspection, 
effectively shutting down legal horse slaughter that could take place. 

In 201 1, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) released a report that looked at the 
impact of the U.S. horse slaughter ban. According to the report, horse welfare in the United 
States has declined since 2007. as evidenced by a reported increase in horse abandonments 
and an increase in investigations for horse abuse and neglect. Furthermore, the horse 
slaughter inspection ban has not stopped horses from being slaughtered. Many unw'anted 
horses are still being processed for meat, but they are shipped greater distances to 
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slaughterhouses in Mexico, which is outside of the reach of USDA humane slaughter 
regulations. After the 201 1 GAO report. Congress did not include a ban on the use of federal 
funds for the inspection of slaughtered horses in the FY2012 appropriations bill, which was 
signed into law (P.L. 112-55) on November 18, 201 1. 

As you are aware, both House and Senate Appropriations bills - if signed into law - would 
reinstate the horse slaughter ban, as proposed by this Administration. This would continue 
the disastrous impacts we have seen on horse welfare. Since USDA supports reinstating the 
ban, what recommendations do you have for the humane disposal of unwanted horses, other 
than horse slaughter? How will USDA implement these recommendations? 

Response: USDA 's statutory authority encompasses the transportation of horses and the 
regulation of all slaughter facilities. USDA is committed to working with our federal partners 
and .stakeholders to find a humane solution for unwanted horses. 

2. As you know, part of the competitive edge of U.S. farmers is their innovative, entrepreneurial 
approach to agriculture. For the most part, farmers here are more interested in revenue 
earned from the market rather than government protection from market forces. Our market 
leadership is maintained by adoption of technology that allows fanners to produce more food 
on less ground while conserving natural resources. This is particularly the case with 
biotechnology and genetically engineered crops. As we have seen over the past 20 years, this 
technology is vital to improving yields, but innovation likely will have to accelerate to a 
more rapid pace than we have seen historically in order to feed a wealthier, more populous 
world. 

I know you recognize the importance of this technology, but 1 am concerned that it seems to 
be taking much more time to move new traits through APHIS approval. The Plant Protection 
Act gives APHIS authority to determine if a genetically engineered crop is a plant pest, and if 
APHIS determines that such a crop is not a plant pest, it must be deregulated — there is no 
authority to further delay approval with an environmental impact statement or other 
obstacles. 

The 9th Circuit Court recently stated, -If APFllS concludes that the presumptive plant pest 
does not exhibit any risk of plant pest harm, APHIS must deregulate it since the agency does 
not have jurisdiction to regulate organisms that arc not plant pests.l Will USDA change its 
deregulation process in response to the Circuit Court decision, w'hich held that once USDA 
concluded a plant —was not a plant pest... the agency had no jurisdiction regulating the cropi? 
Will USDA continue to require environmental impact statements (EIS) rather than 
environmental assessments, even though an EIS adds years to the approval process? Is there 
any legal or scientific justification for doing so? In your view, should the potential threat of 
unfounded lawsuits from environmental activists be given priority by USDA over the need of 
farmers for products that can help manage threats and grow more food on less land? 


Finally, 1 know there are instances in which foreign governments, such as Brazil and Canada, 
have approved traits that have not been deregulated in the United States. Is there any 
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scientific reason or other basis for the delay in U.S. approval, causing us to lag behind our 
foreign competitors? 

Response: USDA supports the safe and appropriate use of science and technology, including 
biotechnology, to help meet agricultural challenges and consumer needs of the 21st century. 
We have implemented steps to improve the timeliness and predictability of regulatory 
decisions for new GE crops and to provide additional opportunities for public input in that 
process, while addressing the current backlog of GE petitions. Under our previous process 
for approving biotechnology petitions, it took an average of 3 years to make a final 
determination. Under our new process, our goal is to complete this same process in Just 1 3 
to 16 months. On Friday, July 79'*, USDA announced 6 biotech regulatory actions that are 
moving forward with environmental assessments as opposed to a full Environmental Impact 
Statement. This demonstrates our commitment to implementing a timelier and predictable 
process for making deregulation decisions while continuing to ensure the safe introduction of 
genetically engineered crops. 


Sen. Grasslev 


Question for Krvsta Harden 

1. 1 sent a letter to USDA APHIS and 0MB requesting that they move towards finalizing a 

comprehensive BSE rule as quickly as possible in February of 2012. I have been told 
progress has been made on this issue in the last year but a final rule has not yet published. 
Is there a timeframe for when the final comprehensive BSE rule will be published? 

Response: Finalizing the BSE comprehensive rule is a priority for USDA and APHIS. It 
will help open markets for U.S. beef. It will give us leverage to a.sk trading partners to 
base decisions on sound science. If confirmed. 1 will work to finalize this rule. 


Question for Krvsta Harden: 

1 . On December 1 8, 20 1 2, the USDA’s Risk Management Agency (RMA), without notice 
in the Federal Register, announced changes to crop insurance requirements for hurley and 
flue-cured tobacco effective for the 2013 planting season. Specifically, the RMA 
changed the rotation schedule requirement for burley and flue-cured tobacco from three 
years to two years on the same plot of land. It is my understanding that these changes 
were made in an effort to reduce risk and losses attributed to disease and to address 
concerns of crop insurance fraud. 1 certainly support the RMA's efforts to improve the 
tobacco insurance program and to address program integrity that will lead to a sustainable 
and responsible continuation of the overall crop insurance program. 

However, the unfortunate timing of this announcement rendered many tobacco farmers in 
Kentucky ineligible for coverage in 2013. Having grown up on a tobacco farm yourself, 
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you may be aware that by the time this announcement was made in December, farmers 
had already made irreversible planting preparations and did not have the resources 
necessary to procure new, eligible land to plant their tobacco. Consequently, many were 
forced to plant tobacco without crop insurance coverage for 2013. Moving forward six 
months, excessive rain in my region has caused tremendous tobacco losses and many 
Kentucky farmers now' do not have coverage, due to no fault of their own. The USDA’s 
untimely announcement, not the policy change itself, already has and will continue to 
have a negative effect on these tobacco producers’ bottom line this year. 

If confirmed by the Senate as the Deputy Secretary of Agriculture, how will you ensure a 
more realistic and transparent process that involves more producer input with regards to 
USDA policy changes? 

Response: All USDA agencies need to provide as much notice to our farmers and 
ranchers as possible regarding changes that will impact farmers ’ livelihoods. If 
confirmed as Deputy Secretary I will commit to working with agencies so they 
understand that program changes, such as the tobacco change by the Risk Management 
Agency that you mentioned, are thoroughly discussed with producers and adequate 
notice is provided to impacted producers. Growing up on a farm I understand that 
decisions that we make at USDA impact the lives and livelihoods of our farmers and 
ranchers, and I commit to working to ensure the all agencies provide as much notice and 
information as is realistically possible when making program changes. 

Will you also commit to working with tobacco growers in Kentucky to pursue other tools 
and programs, such as the Farm Service Agency's (FSA) Emergency Loan (EM) 
program, that might help offset some of their losses? 

Response: Yes. I will work with tobacco growers to help them understand options that 
mo}’ be available to assist them in dealing with losses due to natural disasters. 


O 



